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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Energy  and  Minerals  Program  Meeting 
November  14-18,  1983 

SUMMARY  REPORT 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  first  Energy  and  Minerals  Pro 
held  from  November  14-18,  1983,  at  the  Sheraton  Hotel  and  Tow^r 
City,  Utah.   This  summary  report  on  the  meeting  was  prepared 
Office  and  will  be  distributed  to  each  participant.   Included 
the  following: 


ram  Meeting  was 
s  in  Salt  Lake 
in  the  Washington 
in  the  report  are 


1.  list  of  participants 

2 .  agenda 

3.  individual  module  summaries  prepared  by  the  discussion 

4.  list  of  issues  developed  at  the  meeting  close-out 

5.  copy  of  Information  Memorandum  No.  84-83,  Minerals  Conf 


Background 

Planning  for  a  possible  bureauwide  minerals  meeting  began  in 
Memorandum  No.  83-728  (July  28,  1983)  was  sent  to  State  Direc 
Center  Director  requesting  their  comments  on  the  need  for  and 
holding  such  a  meeting. 


July  when  Instruction 
tors  and  the  Service 
desirability  of 


Responses  to  this  IM  showed  a  consensus  among  State  Offices 
minerals  meeting  would  benefit  BLM's  energy  and  minerals  prog 
in  light  of  the  merger  between  the  Onshore  Operations  divis' 
Management  Service  (MMS)  and  the  BLM.   Instruction  Memorandum 
(September  19,  1983)  requested  additional  input  from  field  o 
the  final  agenda  for  the  meeting.   Agenda  topics  submitted  in 
were  listed,  and  State  Offices  were  asked  to  indicate  in  prio 
they  wanted  addressed  at  the  meeting. 


The  final  agenda  was  developed  based  on  the  field  office  pria 
transmitted  to  the  field  in  IM  84-51  (October  21,  1983). 


The  Meeting 


Approximately  187  individuals  participated  in  the  meeting 
(Of  this  number,  roughly  45  percent  were  former  MMS  employee^ 
pre-merger  BLM  employees,  and  3  percent  were  from  other  agenc; 
of  the  importance  they  attach  to  the  Bureau's  energy  and  min^ 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  Steve  Griles  and  Director  Bob  Bur i: 
group  and  then  participated  in  informal  discussions  which  fo"" 


1/ 


The  basic  format  of  the  meeting  provided  two  days  of  program 
and  two  days  of  technical  discussions.  Because  of  the  large 
the  WO  decided  to  hold  concurrent  sessions  (modules)  throughc^ut 
premise  that  discussions  would  be  more  constructive  and  int 
smaller  groups  than  with  one  very  large  group..  Each  module 
once,  and  States  were  asked  to  distribute  their  participants 
modules . 
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Discussion  leaders  were  assigned  to  each  topic  on  the  agenda  and  were  asked 
to  prepare  a  brief  issue/discussion  paper  to  serve  as  a  discussion  guide  at 
the  meeting.   Copies  of  each  paper  and  accompanying  handouts  have  been 
assembled  and  provided  to  each  Deputy  State  Director  for  Mineral  Resources 
and  the  Service  Center  Director. 

Discussion  leaders  were  asked  to  submit  to  the  WO  a  one-two  page  summary  of 
each  module,  indicating  (where  appropriate)  conclusions  reached,  follow-up 
actions  needed,  etc.   For  the  modules  where  the  objective  was  information 
dissemination,  there  usually  was  no  future  action  identified.   The  module 
summaries  are  presented  here  as  submitted.   The  views  expressed  are  those 
of  the  module  leaders  and  do  not  represent  Bureau  policy. 

At  the  meeting  close-out  there  was  consensus  that  the  overall  objectives  of 
the  meeting  had  been  met.   Specifically,  these  objectives  were  as  follows: 

former  MMS  and  BLM  personnel  became  acquainted  and  established  a 
base  for  further  contact, 

participants  exchanged  program  information  and  shared  ideas, 

specific  issues  were  identified  and  discussed. 

The  list  of  issues  developed  at  the  close-out  is  included  on  pages 

Follow-up 

The  Director  issued  Information  Memorandum  No.  84-83  (December  21,  1983) 
expressing  his  feelings  about  the  success  of  the  meeting  and  indicating 
specific  actions  being  taken  in  regard  to  six  identified  problem  areas. 

The  list  of  issues  developed  during  the  close-out  is  being  used  in  conjunction 
with  other  reports  and  evaluations  to  focus  the  efforts  of  the  Energy  and 
Minerals  directorate  and  staff  on  high  priority  program  concerns. 
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BUREAUWIDE  MINERALS  MEETING 
Agenda 

Monday  ^  November  14 

8:00  -  8; 15        Welcome,  Introductions 

8:15  -  8:45       Program  Update  by  Assistant  Directors  for  Fluid  Leasable  Minerals,  Solid  Leasable  Minerals, 

and  Mineral  Resources  and  Mining  Law 

Concurrent  meetings  with  names  o£  discussion  leaders: 

Column  A^  Column  B  Column  C 

Uniform  Appraisal  Procedures, 
9:00  -  11:00       Indian  Issues,  Including  Proposed   Economic  Evaluations,  and  Fair  Inspection  and 

Changes  in  BIA  Regulations Market  Value Enforcement 

Dick  Wilson,  NM,  476-6617  Tim  Mac  Gillvray,  WY  328-5735   Gil  Lockwood,  WO,  653-2200 

Erick  Kaarlela,  WO,  343-4537    Gene  Daniel,  MT.,  585-6291 
Bob  Higgins,  NM 

11:00-12:00  Lunch  Lunch  Lunch 

12:00  -  1:30       Remarks  by  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary,  Steve  Grlles  and  Director  Bob  Burford;  report  by 

Ed  (Moose)  Zaidlicz 

Other  Agency  Coordination,  With 
Focus  on  Royalty  Management 
Decentralization Minerals  in  Planning Coordination 

2:00-  4:00       Dick  Wilson,  NM,  476-6617    Alan  Plarson,  MT,  406-232-4331    Frank  Salwerowicz ,  CO,  234--2855 

John  Moellerp  WO,  343-6825   Gordon  Knight,  WO,  653-8824       George  Brown,  WO,  343-3554 

Jean  Jullland,  DSC,  234-4620 

4:30  GASH  BAR 


Tuesday,  November  15 


8:00  -  9:30 


Column  A 


Personnel  Classification 

Ron  Fox,  WO,  343-4601 
Glen  Hlne,  MT,  585-6175 


Column  B 


Column  C 


Handling  Data  (Proprietary  Data, 
Surface  Management  Practices         Secure  Storage,  Publications, 
(Including  Split  Estate  Management)   Records  Management ^  Etc.) 


Floyd  McMullen,  CO. 

Charlie  Grymes,  WO,  653-2283 


Harold  Walker,  WO,  653-8853 
Rick.  Hunter,  CO. 


9:30  -  10:00 


Break 


Break 


Break 


00 


10:00  -  11:30 


ADP  Policy 

Jim  Cason,  WO,  343-2701 
Bob  Moore,  CO,  327-4325 
Lon  Sumrell,  DSC,  234-2204 
Mike  McNeill,  WO,  653-8853 


Training 

Alan  Rabinoff ,  PTC,  261-2878 
Charlie  Grymes,  WO,  653-2283 


11:30  -  1:30 


Lunch 


Lunch 


Lunch 


1:30  -  2:30 


Summary  of  discussion  of  topics  in  Column  A  (Monday  and  Tuesday)  Bob  Lawton/Bob  Anderson  Lead 


2:30  -  2:45 


Break 


2:45 
3:45 


3:45 
4:45 


Summary  of  discussion  of  topics  in  Column  B  {Monday  and  Tuesday)  Dan  Sokoloskl  Lead 
Summary  of  discussion  of  topics  in  Column  C  (Monday  and  Tuesday)  George  Brown  Lead 


Wednesday,  November  16 


8:00  -  9:00 


9:00  -  9;30 


9:30  -  10:00 


10:00  -   10:15 
10:15  -   10:45 


10:45  -  12:00 


12:00 
1:00 


1:00 

2:45 


2:45  -  3:00 


3:00  -  4:00 


Concurrent  Meetings: 
Solid  Minerals 


Solid  Minerals  Program  Update 

Dan  Sokoloski,  WO^  343-4352 

FOGRMA  Update 

Paul  Sternberg,   WO,   343-7753 

Resource  Recovery   &  Protection 
Plan  

Jack  Moffltt,  UT 

Break 

Royalty   Reduction 

Fred  Kerulls,   WO,   343-7722 
Phil  Clones ,   CO 

Diligent  Development /LMU's 

Ralph  Blumer,  WO,  343-7722 
Ernie  Octerberg,  OK.  745-7443 

Lunch 

PRLA's 


Dick  Wilson,  NM,  476-6617 

Paul  McNutt,  WO,  343-4537 

Break 


AFimS,  ACLDS 

Ralph  Blumer,  WO,  343-7722 
:■  Paul  McHutt,  WO,  343-4537 


Fluid  Minerals 
Site  Security 
Ray  Thompson,  CA. 
Underground  Injection 
Ed  Wyatt,  WO,  653-2127 


Fluid  Minerals 


KGS/KGRA 


Gary  Horton,  WO,  653-2256 
KGS/KGRA  (Contc) 


Underground  Injection  (Cent.)   KGS/KGRA  (Cont.) 


Break 

Operating  Order  #1 

Jim  Sims,  Tulsa  D.O, 


Lng  Order  ^1  (Cont.) 


Break 

Drainage/Compensatory  Royalty 

Sue  Umshler,  Albuquerque  D.O. 
474-2668 

Drainage/Compensatory  Royalty 
(ContO 


Lunch  Lunch 

Surface  Protection  Handbook    Economic  Evaluation  of  Tracts 


Rich  Hopkins,  WY .  328-2297     Bob  Higglns,  mi 


Break 

Revision  of  Regulations/ 

Manuals 

Ed  I-Jyatt,  WO,  653-2127 
Dan  Patton,  WO,  653-2184 


Break 


Seismic  Permittinj 


Glebel»  m. 


Thursday ,  November  17  Concurrent  Meetings; 

Mining  Law  Administration 


8:00  -  9:00 


9:00  -  10:00 


10:00  -  10:15 


10:15  -  12:00 


12:00  -  1:00 


1:00  -  2:00 


Implementation  of  43  CFR  3809, 
Including  Hazardous  Materials 
Management 

Rick  Deery,  ¥0,  343-8537 
Tom  Woodward,  ID,  554-9027 
Larry  Steward,  NSC,  470-5142 

43  CFR  3809  (Cent.) 


Break 

43CFR  3800  Revision; 

Mining  Claim  Exam-Wilderness; 

Mining  Claim  Recordation 

Bob  Anderson,  WO,  343-8537 
Larry  McBrlde,  WO,  343-4803 

Lunch 


203  Sale8/209  Conveyances 

Bob  Anderson,  WO,  343-8537 
Mike  Ford,  WY ,  328-5101 


Fluid  Minerals 

Indian  Land^s_Diligence 
Floyd  Stelzer,  Tulsa  D.O. 

FOGRMA 

Ed  Vtyatt/Dan  Patton 

Break 

Suspensions /Ext ens ions 
Dick  Fisher,  CO,  234-2855 

Lunch 

Stipulations  (Incl.  T&E, 
Cultural  a  Sierra  Club  v. 
Petersen) 

Ed   Giebel,    MT 

Rich   Hopkins,   WY .   323-2297 


2:00  -   3:00 

3:00  -  3:15 
3:15  -  4:00 


kcm '  s 

Gary  Horton,   WO,   653-2256 

Pat  Geehan,   OR^   428-6812 

Break 

Impact  of  Western  Nuclear 
Dec is ion    ^ 

Wally  Stiles,  WYO,  328-2293 
Bob  Anderson,  WO,  343-8537 


Stipulations  (Cent . ) 


Break 

I&E  Visit  Duplication 

Gil  Lockwood.  WO,  653-2200 


Friday_;i_November  18 

8;00  -  9:00        Summary  of  Solid  Minerals  and  Mining  Law  Administration  meetings 

9s 00  ~  10s 00       Summary  of  Fluid  Minerals  meetings 
10:00  -  10; 15       Break 
10il5  ~  12:00       Meeting  Wrap-up 


FAIR  MARKET  VALUE  ISSUES 


ISSUES 


What  is  FMV  for  Federal  coal  lease  rights? 

SUMMARY  OF  DISCUSSION; 

The  general  history  leading  up  to  current  policy  and  procedu 
Federal  coal  was  discussed  (see  background  paper).  A  good 
spent  discussing  the  current  FMV  Commission,  its  possible 
possible  ramifications.   Specific  discussions  centered  along 
Organization  concerns. 


res  for  leasing 
Amount  of  time  was 
mmendations  and 
procedural  and 


reco 


Procedural  concerns: 

1)  What  type  of  comparables  (for  coal  sales)  are  available 

a)  How  many  are  available 

b)  How  can  they  be  verified 

2)  How  are  adjustments  made  from  differences  in  comparal^les? 

3)  What  should  be  done  for  changes  in  the  state  of  the 
Organizational  concerns: 

1)  Centralization  vs.  decentralization  -  which  is  best? 

2)  Ability  to  maintain  needed  expertise 

3)  Relationship  of  headquarters  to  field 
Follow-Up; 


All  these  concerns  have  been  raised  by  the  FMV  Commission  as 
internal  studies.  Duplication  of  effort,  artificial  schisms 
barriers  have  been  identified.  Plans  to  alleviate  or  resolvie 
are  being  prepared  and  will  be  implemented  in  the  future. 
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coal  market? 


well  as  through 
and  institutional 
these  problems 


INSPECTION  AND  ENFORCEMENT 

The  Salt  Lake  Minerals  Conference  provided  the  first  forum 
participation  in  looking  at  the  Bureaus  Minerals  Inspecti 
Enforcement  Program.  It  provided  an  opportunity  for  inter 
traditional  ELM  managers  and  new  BLM  managers  brought  in 
merger.  It  provided  both  the  opportunity  to  hear  another 
of  what  Inspection  and  Enforcement  means  to  BLM  field  mana 
Hopefully,  we  all  now  have  a  better  understanding  of  the  f 
national  needs  and  overall  program  challenges. 


for  nationwide 
on  and 

action  between 
v^ith  the  MMS/BLM 
point  of  view 
gers . 
ield  problems, 


Several  specific  issues  were  raised  that  were  a  particular 
participants.  They  are:  Inspection  and  Enforcement's  impa 
Solids  Minerals  program;  the  use  and  restrictions  surround 
for  field  inspectors  in  the  Fluids  program;  recruitment  in 
authority  and  delegations;  and  industry  education.  I  will 
of  these  briefly  in  the  following  paragraphs.  Most  of  the 
enforcement  interest  has  been  directed  toward  oil  and  gas. 
regarding  what  will  be  done  in  Solids  is  raised  frequently 
agreed  that  direction  from  the  Washington  Office  is  necess 
the  FOGRMA  303  study  when  finished  needed  to  be  shared  so 
managers  will  have  a  better  understanding  of  the  Solids  future. 


The  overtime  issue  was  finally  identified  as  a  management 
that  could  be  resolved  with  a  better  understanding  of  BLM 
practices  and  policy.  Managers  need  to  deal  with  Petroleuiji 
Technicians  (PETs)  so  that  they  are  assured  that  policy  and 
match  and  are  understood. 
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concern  to  the 

ct  on  the 

ing  overtime 
Fluids;  field 
discuss  each 
inspection  and 
The  question 
It  was 

,iry,  and  that 

that  field 


problem,  one 

ind  local 
Engineering 
practices 


The  recruitment  question  really  could  be  narrowed  down  to  three  more 
general  questions.   First,  we  all  agree  that  we  must  increase  BLM's 
presence  on  oil  and  gas  leases.   Second,  there  was  a  consistent  plea  from 
field  managers  that  more  Full  Time  Equivalants  (FTEs)  needed  to  be 
allocated  for  oil  and  gas,  inspection  and  enforcement.   And,  three, 
funding  levels  needed  to  be  increased  to  finance  the  increased  personnel 
and  already  existing  equipment  and  future  equipment  needs. 

The  next  issue  as  to  "authority"  might  better  be  entitled,  "who's  in 
charge?"  or,  "who  signs  INC's?".   Once  again,  it  is   appropriate  that 
managers  take  the  lead  to  assure  that  all  people  in  their  organization 
understand  what  the  chain  of  command  and  lines  of  authority  are.   It  was 
pointed  out  that  the  practice  of  who  signs  INC's  varies  from  case  to  case 
and  district  to  district.   There  seems  to  be  a  general  agreement  that 
INC's,  as  a  rule,  should  be  signed  and  issued  by  the  inspector  and  not  by 
higher  management. 

As  we  change  our  inspection  and  enforcement  practices  in  the  field,  we 
are  obliged  to  keep  industry  informed.   In  addition  to  the  national 
office  issuing  new  regulations  and  general  guidance,  it  is  imperative 
that  local  meetings  be  held  at  State,  district,  and  even  area  levels  to 
assure  a  better  understanding  of  where  BLM  is  going,  why  they  are  going 
there  and  what  is  industry's  responsibility  in  keeping  up  its  end  of  the 
bargain. 
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Discussion  Paper 

Decentralization 
Discussion  Leader  -  John  Moeller 


Objective 

To  discuss  current  policy  regarding  decentralization  of  mxRe 
and  to  discuss  and  reach  common  understanding  of  factors  t 
timing  of  decentralization.   Identify  any  concerns  needing 
criteria  which  may  be  needed. 

Background 


During  the  course  of  merger  implementation,  decentralizatii 
a  number  of  times.   Policy  statements  have  been  issued  by 
have  been  refined  as  we  have  proceeded  with  the  merger. 


On  has  been  discussed 
the  Director  and 


Key  statements  or  documents  will  be  reviewed  and  current  s 
efforts  will  be  presented  in  order  to  gain  a  Bureauwide  pic 


liatus  of  States ' 
ture. 


Review  of  Source  Information 


-  Merger  Implementation  Report  and  Initial  Organization  Dec^isions  - 
December  17,  1982,  February  17,  1983. 

-  Letter  to  David  Schaenen  -  July  24,  1983. 

-  Instruction  Memorandum  No.  83-715,  July  22,  1983. 

-  Responses  of  States  to  Instruction  Memorandum  No.  83-715, 

State  Perspectives  on  Decentralization 

Dick  Wilson 
Gene  Daniel 


Summary  of  Discussion 


Off 


Dick  Wilson  and  Gene  Daniel  presented  two  different  State 
Montana  has  more  functions  at  the  State  Office  level,  while 
placed  much  of  the  mineral  work  in  the  Districts w  Mineral 
adjudication  report  to  the  Montana  Deputy  State  Director  folr 
these  activities  are  under  the  direction  of  the  Deputy  Stat 
Operations  in  New  Mexico. 
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rals  functions 
assess  in 
resolution  and 


ice  approaches. 
New  Mexico  has 
records  and 

Minerals,  whereas 
e  Directors  for 


Bureauwide,  there  Is  a  great  deal  of  variability  in  the  organization  for 
minerals  within  the  States.   This  raised  some  questions  but  was  viewed  as 
increasing  flexibility  and  latitude  for  management  of  the  program- 
Attachment  1  is  a  handout  from  Gene  Daniel  outlining  some  views  on  factors 
to  consider  in  making  decisions  on  decentralization  of  minerals  functions. 

There  was  discussion  as  to  whether  BLM  minerals  people  had  been  required  to 
perform  non-minerals  work  in  the  past  and  whether  this  was  desirable  to  break 
into  line  management  positions.   People  have  usually  had  to  generalize  and 
gain  broad  experience  in  several  resources  to  become  line  managers.   As  the 
organization  has  grown  and  matured,  however,  more  emphasis  is  now  placed  on 
ability  to  work  with  people  and  make  multiple-use  decisions.   The  group 
feeling  was  that  it  is  now  o.k.  to  go  from  specialist  to  manager  as  well 
as  generalist  to  manager. 

The  discussion  about  different  State  Office  organizations  prompted  a  suggestion 
to  study  the  difference  and  make  recommendations.   However,  the  general  feeling 
was  that  reorganization  is  completed  and  that  only  fine  tuning  is  desirable  during 
the  shakedown  period.  After  the  shakedovm,  the  issue  can  be  reexamined  if  needed. 

The  group  discussed  differences  in  the  way  of  doing  business  between  States  in 
a  decentralized  organization  and  the  problems  this  can  create  for  industry. 
The  group  felt  that  some  policy  guidance  and  oversight  on  a  nationwide  basis 
was  needed,  recognizing  that  on-the-ground  differences  dictate  that  the 
latitude  be  allowed. 
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/J^/9Jv/v>» 


for  many  years, 
to  the  merger. 
Functions  subject 


Considerations  for  Decentralization 


The  centralization/decentralization  issue  has  been  discussed 

Minerals  functions  under  MMS  were  being  decentralized  prior 

although  that  decentralization  involved  only  10  districts. 

to  centralization  include  unit  agreements,  communitization  agreements, 

lease  sales,  Natural  Gas  Policy  Act  applications,  adjudication  and  records, 

exploration  plans,  mine  plans,  and  mine  inspections.  The  practical  aspect  is 

that  any  function  not  requiring  an  actual  presence  on-the-ground  could  be 

centralized.  Although  centralization  increases  efficiency,  it  creates  narrow 

and  highly-specialized  duties.   Some  factors  that  each  State 

consider  before  making  a  change  are  listed  below: 


,r  1- 


J^^ 


Workload  -  Is  the  function  sufficiently  large  in  any  field  office  to 


require  a  full  time  position  or  will  one  position  be  used  as 


Director  should 


a  "Jack  of  I  all 


one  district  may 
a  central  location 


trades"  (master  of  none),  thereby  causing  a  loss  of  expertise  (a  seldom  used 
skill  is  usually  lost)  .   Does  the  workload  fluctuate  so  that 
have  workload  during  certain  seasons  only?  Where  a  staff  at 
could  cover  all  districts  the  entire  year,  personnel  in  one  district  would  have 
to  be  shifted  to  other  locations  part  of  the  year.   Major  advantages  of  central- 
ization include  greater  flexibility  to  cover  fluctuating  workloads  and  changing 
priorities,  and  the  backup  capability  in  case  of  loss  of  personnel. 

the 


2.   Budget  -  Is  there  sufficient  monetary  resources  to  fund 
of  positions  necessary  to  perform  the  function  at  a  decentralized 
is  the  budget  so  tight  that  the  maximum  efficiency  must  be 
position?  This  maximum  efficiency  occurs  with  specializati 
location'.' 


Lon 


increased  number 
location,  or 
obtained  from  each 
at  a  central 


3.   Accessibility  -  Is  the  location  where  the  function  will  be  performed 
reasonably  accessible  to  the  users,  i.e.,  for  unit  agreements  is  there  commercial 
air  service  from  major  cities?  Does  the  function  require  coordination  with 
other  agencies  and  are  they  easily  accessible? 


4.  Standardization  -  Is  the  function  one  which  requires  nationwide  or  state- 
wide rigid  standards  be  met,  or  is  it  one  where  each  District  Manager  can  change 
policy  to  meet  local  conditions  and  personalities?  Different  standards  between 
districts  leads  to  charges  of  favoritism.   Is  the  State  Office  staff  strong 
enough  to  monitor  operations  and  make  sure  appropriate  standards  are  met  by 
districts. 

5.  Training  -  Will  decentralization  of  the  function  requir^  a  major  training 
effort?  Will  the  staff  in  the  districts  be  able  to  provide  appropriate  on-the- 
job  training  for  new  employees?  Is  formal  training  available  for  the  function? 

6.  Special  Skills  -  Does  the  function  require  specialized  ]>ersonnel  (mining 
engineers,  fluids  geologists,  etc?)  Are  those  special  skills  available  in 
sufficient  nimibers?  Would  experienced  personnel  be  willing  to  relocate  or  if 
not,  could  sufficient  new  personnel  be  hired  and  trained  timely?  Even  if  new 
personnel  are  hired  and  trained,  is  this  a  location  where  th^  specialized 
personnel  will  leave  as  soon  as  industry  actively  increases? 


is  this  a  desirable  location  for  personnel  retention? 
turnover  can  create  very  bad  industry  reaction. 
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In  other  words, 
Contiriued  personnel 


7.   Support  Services  -  Is  there  sufficient  support  services  for  the  new  staff? 
FTS  telephone,  ADP  and  computer  tie  in  to  commercial  services  such  as  PI, 
Dwights,  etc.   Is  there  an  available  labor  pool  for  clerical  support?   Is  the 
current  space  large  enough  to  accommodate  the  increase  in  staff?   If  not,  any 
move  should  be  coordinated  with  space  acquisition. 


IS 


Minerals  In  Planning 


MJ.nerals  Conference 
Ncivember  14-18,  1984 
Mpdule  Followup  Report 


Issues 


1.   The  treatment  of  Energy  and  Minerals  in  the  Bureau 
management  plans  (RMPs)  and  associated  environmental 
(EISs)  has  been  spotty  and  uneven.   Energy  and  Minerall 
not  getting  the  necessary  level  of  multiple  use  anal^ 
and  line  management  attention  during  the  resource 


manag 


2.   There  is  widely  varying  understanding  of  the  re^^ 
planning  process  and  how  the  process  relat&s  to  Energ 
program  activities.   Use  of  Energy  and  Minerals  decis 
matron  from  old  plans  and  related  documents  is  a  pro 
paratlon  of  new  RMPs. 


sour 


ce  management 
y  and  Minerals 
ions  and  infor- 
em  in  the  pre- 


bl 


3.   Energy  and  Minerals  programs  requirements  and  gui 
stage  of  decisionmaking  are  generally  not  well  develo 

B.   Background 

1.   The  FLPMA  and  several  other  public  laws  require 
related  activities  (analysis,  consultation,  and 
requirements  are  met  in  the  course  of  resource  manag 


dance  at  the  RMP 
ped. 


pi 


anning  or  closely 
documentation).   These 
eitient  planning. 


2.   Resource  management  plans  (RMPs)  provide  the  basi 
Energy  and  Minerals  programs  actions  and  aid  accompl 
and  Minerals  program  objectives. 


C'   Options  for  Resolution 


Discussions  at  the  conference  focused  on  identifying 
specific  actions  necessary  to  improve  Energy  and 
in  planning.   Options  were  not  developed  and  set  fortll 
The  Director  had  considered  broad  strategies  to  impro^f 
RMPs  and  associated  EISs  in  October  83  and  endorsed 
ing  building  in  quality  (doing  it  right  the  first  t 
of  review  techniques  or  other  approaches. 

D.   Recommended  Followup  Actions 


an. 
:im6 


1.   Strengthen  communications  between  the  Washington 
offices  on  specific  Energy  and  Minerals  program  requ: 
problems  and  misunderstandings.   Take  specific  steps 
following: 


a.   Emphasize  coordination  and  communications  during 
analysis  and  in  the  scoping  stage  of  plan  preparat 
to  successive  reviews  and  quality  checks  later  in 


ion 
the 
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sis,  NEPA  review 

ement  process. 


for  on-the-ground 
iihment  of  Energy 


t;opical  areas  and 
Mineitals  considerations 
during  conference, 
e  the  quality  of 

approach  emphasiz- 
)  as  opposed  to  use 


Office  and  field 
ts  to  avoid 
accomplish  the 


iremen 


to 


pre-planning 
(as  opposed 
process) . 


b.   Improve  coordination  between  Energy  and  Minerals  and  Lands 
and  Renewable  Resources  Divisions  at  the  State  Office  level. 


2,  Provide  program  guidance  which  specifies  Energy  and  Minerals  program 
requirements  at  the  RMP  stage  of  decisionmaking.   This  guidance  should: 

a.  Identify,  by  Energy  and  Minerals  programs  or  major  classes 
(leasable,  locatable,  saleable),  the  conclusion(s)  expected  in 
the  RMP  (e.g.,  coal  areas  "suitable  for  further  consideration"). 

b.  Provide  for  tradeoff  analyses  that  consider  Energy  and  Minerals 
and  take  into  account  the  quality  and  character  of  Energy  and 
Minerals  data. 

c.  Aid  framing  of  planning  issues' >to  reflect  energy  and  .minerals 
resources. 

d.  Provide  appropriately  for  Energy  and  Minerals  representation 
on  interdisciplinary  teams. 

e.  Provide  for  a  uniform  application  of  the  Call  for  Resource 
Information. 

3.  Provide  instruction  in  the  Bureau  Planning  Manual  Section  on  the  use 
of       Energy  and  Minerals  decisions  and  supporting  information  from 
old  plans  and  other  documents  in  the  preparation  of  an  RMP  and  associated 
EIS. 
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OTHER  AGENCY  COORDINATION 

OBJECTIVE  -  Discuss  status  o£  BLM/FS  MOU's  for  (1)  Leasing  j^nd  (2)  Operations, 
-  Discuss  proposed  MOU  between  BLM/MMS. 

FS  MOU'S 

-  Both  MOU's  are  in  the  early  stages  and  cover  all  minerals  except  coal, 

-  Leasing  MOU  addresses  four  main  areas: 

-  NEPA  compliance  (BLM  lead  reasponsibility) 

-  Stipulation  use;  emphasis  on  common  stipulation  policy 

-  Appeals 

-  Lease  application  processing  procedures 

-  Draft  MOU  due  in  early  February  for  Field  review 


surfac 


and 


and 


on  the  need 
vel . 


-  Operations  MOU  is  designed  to  clarify  that  the  FS  has 
for  all  operations  on  FS  land;  BLM  approves,  inspects, 
mineral  operations. 

-  Some  confusion  existed  on  exactly  what  is  covered. 

-  Some  concern  expressed  about  the  lack  of  industry  input 
for  MOU's  when  the  program  is  operating  OK  at  the  field  1 

MMS  MOU 

-  General  consensus  is  that  this  is  much  better  than  earlielr  drafts, 

-  To  be  ready  for  signature  December  1. 

-  Field  input  critical- -provide  comments  to  George  Brown  by 

-  Four  main  parts  to  MOU 

(1)  Division  of  Responsibility,  (2)    Information  Exchang 
and  Inspection  Interface  and  (4]  Review  of  Regulations, 
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:e  responsibility 
supervises  all 


Friday, 


ge,  (3)  Audit 


2. 
Division  of  Responsibility 

-  Delete  all  "consult"  and  expand  the  remarks  column  to  clearly  state  the 
intent  of  BLM/MMS. 

-  Delete  BIA/Indians  and  cover  in  separate  MOU. 

-  Industry  needs  notification  that  Monthly  Operations  Reports  are  to  be 
submitted  to  Districts.  MMS  will  handle  notice  with  input  from  BLM. 

-  Royalty  reduction  provisions  should  also  cover  Fluids. 

-  Minor  clarifications  brought  to  George  Brown's  attention. 

Information  Exchange 

-  Generally  good;  several  minor  clarifications  brought  to  George  Brown's 
attention. 

Audit  and  Inspection  Interface 

-  Clarify  that  the  BLM  report  to  MMS  on  inspection  results  will  be  provided 
within  90  days  and  can  be  either  the  final  report  or,  for  complex  issues, 
a  preliminary  report  addressing  the  status  of  BLM's  investigation. 

-  MMS  will  determine  Class  I  and  II  for  Solids  inspections  requested. 

-  Steering  Committee  should  include  Field  representatives  and  the  Committee 
should  meet  at  least  annually. 

-  State  Office  contact  should  be  with  SD;  not  DSD. 

Review  of  Regulations 

-  Are  15  days  adequate  for  other  agency  review  to  allow  field  input? 

-  Concern  that  inspections  requested  by  MMS  could  overwhelm  BLM.  The  MOU 
should  include  estimates  on  the  number  of  these  inspections  expected. 

-  Need  to  clarify  which  rules/procedures  need  other  agency  review. 
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Personnel/Classification  Module 


Statement  of  Issues/Objectives 


iipant 


The  module  is  designed  to  provide  information  to  partic 
ongoing  personnel  management  concerns  pertaining  to  or  evo 
merger.   Particular  emphasis  is  to  be  paid  to  the  classif 
The  module  will  provide  up-to-date  information  on  issues  a 
which  are  being  finalized  to  address  them.   It  is  also  ant 
information  will  be  gathered  from  participants  concerning 
should  be  addressed  in  the  upcoming  classification  contract 

Key  Points  Addressed  During  Discussion 

Background  on  organizational  changes  which  were  ongoing  in 
merger 

—  implementation  of  SO  and  DO/RA  studies. 


s  relative  to 
Iving  from  the 
ipation  issues, 
well  as  plans 
icipated  that 
riorities  which 


BLM 


Reviewed  key  areas  of  concern  which  surfaced  at  outset  of 

—  grade  comparability 

—  difference  in  organizational  philosophies  of  MMS  vs 

its  impact  on  alignment  of  grades 

—  fear  of  mass  downgrades  on  part  of  'new"people  vs  voc 

of  old  people  on  when  they  would  be  upgraded  to  achi^ 
bility  of  grades 


merger 
and 


al 


m 


Ongoing  efforts  to  address  issues 

—  no  planned  across-the-board  downgrades  of  encumbered 

—  moratorium  proposed  to  address  major  change  to  exist! 

—  may  be  some  adjustment  of  classification  of  vacancies 

alignment  of  functions  as  merger  proceeds 

—  planning  classification  contract  to  use  outside  con 

in  occupational  reviews  and  advise  management  about 
actions  to  facilitate  merger 

start  around  4/84  and  finish  around  1/85 
■ —  develop  own  Land  Use  Manager  classification  standard 
field  management  jobs  (DM  &  AM) 

—  overall  thrust  is  to  let  functions  settle  into  plac^; 

adverse  impact  on  employees 


Product  from  Group  Participants 

—  received  some  input  relative  to  classification  prioril; 
under  contract  effort 

—  primary  areas  of  concern  in  comparability  of  jou 
in  the  RA  and  DO 

impact  of  journeyman  decisions/recommendations  on 
of  organizational  location 

—  balance  between  SO  division  and  branch  chiefs 

—  use  of  bureau  organization  to  train  and  develop  oUr  managers 
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SURFACE  MANAGEtffiNT  PRACTICES   Tuesday,  11/15/83 
(Including  Split  Estate) 


Floyd  McMullen;  CO,  SO 
Charlie  Grymes,  WO  690 


Statement  of  Issue: 


Background: 


Options  for 
Resolution: 


Decision/Conclusion/ 
Follow-up  Action; 


The  various  BLM  field  offices  face  diff 
situations,  but  have  enough  similariti 
to  be  evident.   The  WO  policy,  when  knoil/n 
to  some  and  ineffectually  applied  to  o 
policy  for  split  estate  and  surface 
field  offices  actually  doing  the  job? 


These  have  been  complicated  issues  for 
questions  are  still  unresolved.   Indust 
focused  on  inconsistencies,  but  clear 
WO  can  limit  field  office  flexibility  t 
circumstances . 


gvi 


FTS  327-6026 
FTS  653-2283 


erent  surface  management 
for  inconsistencies 
,  appears  inappropriate 
s.   What  is  the  WO 
and  how  are 


les 


tilers 


management , 


irears,  and  some  legal 
^y  comments  have 
idance  issued  by  the 
adapt  to  local 


Present  WO  policies  on  split  estate  were  reviewed  by  the  field 


last  year  (IM  82-480.)   Operating  Order 


October  and  is  now  receiving  close  review  in  the  field  offices. 


During  the  discussion,  the  present  WO  split  estate  policies  were 

described,  with  emphasis  on  distinguishing  them  from  past  policies 

and  noting  the  difference  between  legal 

Montana  Power  decision  and  present  poliiy.   Three  key  points 

were:   (1)  do  not  manage  private  surface:  as  if  it  were  BLM  surface, 

(2)  minimize  the  BLM  role  in  resolving  disputes  to  where  BLM  must 

make  decisions,  such  as  the  bond  amount 

Act  (SRHA)  lands,  and  do  not  intrude  in 

minimize  requirements  for  protection  o£ 

and  allow  surface  owners  and  developers 

ments  for  rehabilitation. 


#1  has  been  issued  in 


on  Stock  Raising  Homestead 
others'  disputes,  and  (3) 
private  surface ^ 
to  make  their  own  arrange- 


The  BLM  role  and  moral/legal  obligation  in  surface  management, 
especially  on  private  surface,  was  discussed  at  length  using 
cultural  resources  and  Operating  Order  7?1  as  the  topics.   It  was 
agreed  that  inventory  on  private  surface;  is  fundamentally  a  BLM, 
not  company,  obligation.   BLM  should  avoid  forcing  access  onto 
private  surface  for  inventory,     but  cultural  resources,  even 
when  present,  were  not  a  guaranteed  obstacle  to  drilling.   The 
minimized  involvement  on  private  surface  does  not  mean  that  the 
WO  interprets  Operating  Order  #1  to  pernit  construction  of  asso- 
ciated operations  before  APD  submission,  however. 

The  BLM  will  continue  to  be  involved  in  Inventorying  threatened 
and  endangered  species,  though  no  review  is  done  for  SRHA 
locatable  mineral  development. 

The  WO  (690)  will  issue  in  final  form  its  guidance  on  split  estate 
issues  in  1-2  months.   It  was  also  agreed  that,  realistically, 
these  issues  will  remain  complex  and  will  require  field 
management  interpretation  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 
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General  information  as  to  records  and  paperwork  management 
resulting  from  the  onshore  merger  was  provided  at  this  g 
A  packet  containing  copies  of  reports  from  the  Operational 
Paperwork  Management  Study  efforts,  a  matrix  reflecting  the 
approved  recommendations  from  both  study  reports  and  a  draf 
manual  sections  for  the  identification,  handling  and  physi 
of  proprietary/confidential  information  was  provided  to 


ical 


each 


There  was  considerable  discussion  concerning  the  topic  of 
information  in  regional  coal  sales.   The  only  State  Office 
a  problem  in  this  area  was  Colorado.   Lawrence  McBride  of 
Office  will  be  in  contact  with  Colorado  State  Office  to  p 
mation  as  to  a  possible  solution. 


confidential 

experiencing 
the  Solicitor's 
rDvide  infor- 
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security 
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% 


1 


u> 


ADP  Policy 

This  was  a  general  information  exchange '  ses'sion. 
actions  were  identified. 

The  following  topics  were  discussed. 


No  specific  follow-up 


ised 


ic^ 


1 .   Information  Systems  Reorganization  and  Staffing .   The 
of  the  Management  Review  Team  outlined  the  need  for  increa 
the  concentration  of  the  WO-870  roles  into  the  areas  of  pol 
program  management,  and  compliance,  and  that  the  operational 
curement  and  technical  advisory  should  be  sent  to  the  Service 
ADP  and  telecommunications.   It  was  pointed  out  that  the  new 
set-up  has  the  Division  broken  down  into  three  branches,  one 
Systems  Management  whose  primary  focus  would  be  on  ADP  and 
Telecommunications,  and  Records  Management.   Records  is  not 
clerical  records  support ,  but  a  Branch  that  will  be  focusing 
into  records  automation  and  micrographics  support.   Finally 
name  is  being  changed  to  Information  Resources  Management  to 
rest  of  the  Department. 


determinations 

staffing  and 
y,  planning, 
role  of  pro- 
Center  for 
structural 
of  Information 
ientific  Systems, 
seen  as  being 
on  integration 
the  Division 
conform  to  the 


Scj 


2.   Modernization.   The  task  order  for,  initiating  the  Bureau 
effort  for  ADP/ADP  Communications  is  in  the  final  approval 
important  to  note  that  participation  of  all  Bureau  Informat 
is  needed  with  this  effort,  especially  if  the  Bureau  is  go 
more  distributed  focus  as  far  as  its  information  systems 
future  ADP  requirements  are  going  to  have  to  be  built  from 
of  from  the  top  down,  meaning  that  "end-user"  support  needs 
focus  of  the  modernization  effort. 


's  Modernization 
ages.   It  is 
i0n  Systems  staffs 
to  come  into  a 

The  Bureau's 
ground  up  instead 
to  be  the  primary 


st 


mg 


supbort , 
the 


Syst 


lOl 


3.   Information  Systems  Management  Plan.   The  Information 
Plan  (ISMP)  has  been  reviewed  by  GSA  and  their  recommendat 
corporated  into  its  basic  structure.   GSA  was  on  contract  fo 
of  FY  83  to  review,  help  develop,  and  support  this  effort 
is  a  unique  plan  in  regard  to  other  agencies  because  the  Bur 
to'  develop  a  Bureauwide  Interactive  approach  to  information 
It  should  be  viewed  by  field  management  as  the  primary  vehic 
specify  future  needs,  raise  Issues,  and  management  approache 
The  States,  in  the  future,  will  be  requested  to  set  up  and 
plans  after  the  Bureau's  ISMP, 


mo 


4.   ADP/ADP  Communications  Procurement  Process.   There  is 


procurement  process  for  ADP  established  and  hopefully  this 
get  into  the  practice  of  better  planning  our  ADP  procurement 
the  burden  of  end-of-year  procurements  for  ADP. 


Microcomputer  Policy.  The  Bureau  is  intending  to  go  out  on  . 
for  microcomputers  this  year.  Estimates  of  the  size  of  that 
a  million  and  a  half  dollars.  It  is  anticipated  that  in  the 
puters  will  be  one  of  the  primary  focuses  of  this  program 
are  several  other  Federal  agencies  that  are  trying  to-promot 
literacy  among  all  their  employees  and  Bureau  managers  shoul^ 
microcomputer  understanding  in  their  staffs  and  supporting  t 
levels  of  their  organizations. 
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With  regard  to  Information  Systems  support  to  Energy  and  Minerals  programs, 
the  following  is  a  brief  summary  of  current  work: 

General 

The  Service  Center  mainframe  computer  carries  seven  mineral  ADP 
applications  plus  others  on  the  REX  program.   Records  Management  is 
developing  guidance  and  procedures  to  fully  integrate  the  former  MMS 
Onshore  work  into  BLM  operations.   Remote  sensing  and  computer 
geographic  information  systems  are  being  used  to  support  E&M  programs. 
In  addition,  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  with  the  U.S.  Geological 
Survey  will  make  the  Earth  Science  Information  System  data  bases 
available  to  BLM.   These  will  also  include  BLM  data.   Expanded 
development  of  microwave  systems  is  being  conducted  in  Colorado,  Utah, 
New  Mexico,  and  Wyoming  to  support  minerals  work. 

ADP  Systems  Resulting  from  the  Merger 

Work  on  the  Lease  Inspection  Systems  (MS-1)  is  being  done  in  the 
following  areas:   O&M  support;  validating  data  content;  reviewing  data 
element  standards  and  reporting  requirements;  reorganizing  data  bases; 
preparing  field  operations  manual;  providing  training;  and  developing 
management  reporting  capabilities.  Efforts  are  also  being  made  to 
combine  ACLDS/AFILMS.   The  Service  Center  is  developing  plans  and 
technical  capabilities  to  convert  taineral  applications  from  the  USGS 
MULTICS  to  the  BLM  DPS-8. 
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MINERALS  TRAINING 


Statement  of  Issue: 


Background; 


Options  for 
Resolution: 


Decision/Conclusion/ 
Follow-up  Action: 


11/15/83  Alan  Rabinoff ,  Phoenix  Training 

Charlie  Grymes,  WO  Division  of 
Mineral  Resources  (690) 
Dwayne  Hull,  WY,  DSD-Minerals 


Center  (PTC) 
FTS  261-2878 
Ideology  and 
FTS  653-2283 
FTS  328-2293 


BLM  has  initiated  a  major  revision  in  mini; 
predominantly  through  additional  courses 
and  1985,  is  this  the  best  method  to  meet 
and  are  the  courses  adequate? 


Several  new  courses  were  created  last  s 
the  BLM/MflS  merger,  with  the  initial  emph 
("GUDDD"),  fluids  inspection  and  enforcement 
tection  specialist/environmental  scientis 
Information  Memo  84-25 . )  Other  new  cours' 
Training  Catalog,  but  some  important  area 
training  until  FY  1985,  as  now  scheduled. 

In  May  the  AZ  State  Office  evaluated  PTC 
other  items,)  a  new  emphasis  on  the  fcrain: 
ting/revising  courses  and  a  closer  exami 
training  at  field  offices  rather  than  at 
MMS  training  unit  in  Denver  has  moved  to 
bility  in  packaging  audio-visual  training 
field  offices. 


prlng  as  a  result  of 
4sis  on  unitization 

and  surface  pro- 
training  (see 
s  are  in  the  FY  1984 
will  not  have  formal 


and  recommended,  (among 
ng  process  for  crea- 
nitlon  of  providing 
I'TC.   The  former 
]'TC,  with  some  capa- 
for  distribution  to 


The  session  addressed  two  major  concerns: 
additional  and  immediate  training  needs  f 
training  for  managers.  Wyoming  has  creat 
already,  but  among  13  other  urgent  needs 
and  gas  drainage,  determining  fair  market 
geothermal  operations. 


nxng 


Managers  were  perceived  as  needing  trai 
for  minerals  conflicts,  plus  a  solid  awar 
aspects  of  the  minerals  activities  but  no 
actually  perform  the  technical  tasks. 


The  session  also  addressed  the  role  of  PTC 
Development  Committee,  and  the  State/field 
new  training.   At  the  moment  the  roles  ar 
effective  communication  is  needed. 


The  WO  and  PTC  will  review  the  timing  of 
the  States  to  determine  what  additional  t 
FY  1984  to  meet  MBO/AWP  commitments.   Sta 
new  requests  for  their  best  personnel  to 
and  recognize  that  this  will  require  a  re 
tors'  other  workload.   The  subsequent  trai. 
the  instructor  in  completing  that  workloa 
additional  on-the-job  training. 
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raining  and  will  poll 
gaining  is  needed  in 
es  should  then  expect 
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Solid  Minerals  Program  Update 


Objective:   To  provide  a  status  report  on  the  BLM  solid  mine^ 
and  a  summary  of  the  priority  activities  and  issues  curren 
those  programs. 


tly 


Dan  Sokoloskij  Assistant  Director  for  Solid  Leasable  Minera^-Sj  discussed 
the  following  topics: 

-  Budget  FY  83,  FY  84,  FY  85 
Coal  issues,  including  the  moratorium 

-  Regional  coal  lease  sales 
Commission  on  Fair  Market  Value  Policy  for  Federal  Coil  Leasing 

-  Coal  Preference  Right  Lease  Applications 
Land  use  planning  for  coal 

-  Tar  Sand  and  Oil  Shale  Status  Summary 

-  Nonenergy  Mineral  Leasing  Program 

-  Federal  Oil  and  Gas  Royalty  Management  Act  (FOGRMA)  -  Section  303 

-  Royalty  Rate  Reduction  Requests 

-  ACLDS/AFILMS 

-  Management  by  Objective  Highlights  for  FY  1984 
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Summary  of  Paper  on  303  Study 

Salt  Lake  City  Energy  and  Minerals  Conferencte 

November  14  -  18,  1983 


Statement  of  the  Issue 

Development  of  Report  Required  Under  Section  303  of  the  Fedeifal  Oil  and  Gas 
Royalty  Management  Act  of  1982 


Background 

Section  303  of  the  Federal  Oil  and  Gas  Royalty  Management  Act 
that  the  Secretary  would  study  the  adequacy  of  royalty  management 
uranium,  and  other  energy  and  nonenergy  solid  minerals.   A  rep 
to  be  submitted  to  the  Congress,  containing  legislation  if  the 
determines  such  legislation  is  necessary  to  insure  prompt  and 
revenues  due. 


A  departmental  task  force,  consisting  of  representatives  fron 
Management  (BLM) ,  Minerals  Management  Service  (MMS) ,  and  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Policy,  Budget,  and  Administration  (I^BA) 
the  study. 


Discussion 


ns 


The  task  force  visited  14  mines  and  nine  field  offices  respo 
commodities  that  account  for  95  percent  of  the  solid  mineral 
Federal  and  Indian  lands.   Also,  public  meetings  were  held  in 
Washington,  D.C.  to  afford  maximum  opportunity  for  input  from 
Indians,  industry,  interest  groups,  and  the  public. 


The 


An  overview  is  provided  in  the  303  Report  of  BLM  initiatives 
problems  of  lack  of  national  consistency  in  conducting  product 
activities  and  carrying  out  enforcement  responsibilities, 
verification  and  overall  inspection  and  enforcement  program 
are  described.   MMS's  new  Production  Accounting  and  Auditing 
and  Financial  System,  and  the  Bonus  and  Rental  Accounting  Sys 
in  the  Report  as  providing  solutions  to  pervasive  errors  in 
manual  accounting  system.   Relationships  between  the  Federal 
States  and  the  Federal  Government  and  Indians  are  also  address 


Follow-up 

During  a  question  and  answer  session  in  Salt  Lake  City  following 
tion  of  the  paper  on  the  303  Study,  there  was  some  discussion 
authorities.   Opinions  among  field  personnel  were  divided  as 
additional  enforcement  tools,  such  as  civil  penalities.   A 
regarding  the  need  for  consistent,  uniform  production  verifi 
subject  to  variations  among  commodities  as  to  mining  methods, 
related  variables. 
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Resource  Recovery  and  Protection  Plan  (R2P2) 

for 
Federal  Coal  Leases 


Objective 

Increase  the  awareness  of  the  R2P2  regulator  requirements  and 
ibility  to  enforce  the  requirements  consistently  on  a  national 


coal 


Background 

Prior  to  commencement  of  development  and  mining  on  Federal 
the  operator  must  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  Minera 
(MLA)  and  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  (SMCRA) 
required  by  BLM  regulations  addresses  the  requirements  of  thi 
the  permit  application  required  by  the  Office  of  Surface  Min-.ng 
regulations  addresses  the  requirements  of  SMCRA.   The  permit 
packages  containing  the  R2P2  and  permit  application  are  apprc|)ved 
Assistant  Secretary — Energy  and  Minerals  (AS/EM)  or  his  des 
BLM  reviews  and  provides  approval  recommendations  to  the  AS/EM 
OSM  provides  permit  approval  recommendations  to  the  AS/EM. 


Much  of  the  SMCRA  permit  review  and  operation  compliance  act 
performed  by  the  States  where  the  OSM  has  approved  the  State 
the  administration  of  SMCRA. 


BLM's  res pons - 
basis. 


lands , 
Leasing  Act 

The  R2P2 
MLA,  and 
(OSM) 
application 
by  the 
The 
while  the 


ignee 


ivities  are 
programs  for 


The  MLA  and  SMCRA  coordination  procedures  for  plan  approval  may  vary  by 
State  depending  on  the  content  of  the  State  SMCRA  program  approved,  if 
one  is  approved,  by  OSM. 

In  addition  to  a  R2P2  being  required  prior  to  approval  of  mining,  the 
Federal  Coal  Leasing  Amendments  Act  of  1976  (FCLAA)  requires  the  submittal 
of  an  "operation  and  reclamation  plan"  within  3  years  of  lease  issuance. 
The  submittal  of  the  R2P2  within  the  required  time  period  satisfies  the 
FCLAA  3-year  mandate.   For  leases  issued  prior  to  and  readjusted  after 
1976,  a  R2P2  is  required  within  3  years  of  readjustment. 

The  major  areas  covered  by  a  R2P2  are  development,  mining  and  reclamation 
procedures  and  schedules,  resource  recovery  and  protection,  diligent 
development  and  continued  operation,  and  maximum  economic  rec;overy.   The 
R2P2  is  a  major  source,  though  not  the  only  one,  of  resource  information 
upon  which  the  diligent  development  and  continued  operation  requirements 
are  based. 


As  lease  administrator,  BLM  is  responsible  for  the  enforcemerlt 
R2P2  regulatory  requirements  concerning  timely  submittal  and 
Also  the  BLM  is  responsible  for  determining  if  the  proposed 
demonstrate  "maximum  economic  recovery"   and  providing  recommendati 


of  the 
content, 
operations 
;ions 
on  approval  of  the  operation.   The  BLM's  effective  enforcemerlt  of  the 

3ss  of  the 
uniformly 


R2P2  requirements  is  of  considerable  importance  to  the  succe 
Federal  coal  program,  necessitating  that  the  requirements  be 
enforced  on  a  nationwide  basis. 
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Observations  &  Follow-up 

The  primary  areas  of  concern  at  this  time  appear  to  be  the  submittal  of  the 
R2P2's  within  the  required  time  period,  the  adequacy  of  the  submitted  R2P2's, 
and  the  calculation  of  reserves  from  the  R2P2's  for  the  establishment  of  the 
diligent  development  requirements. 

The  Automated  Federal  and  Indian  Leasable  Minerals  System  (AFILMS)  will 
be  queried  in  the  near  future  to  determine  compliance  with  the  3-year 
submittal  requirement.   As  the  adequacy  of  the  content  of  the  submitted 
R2P2's,  especially  their  reserve  information,  is  of  considerable  importance 
to  the  Federal  coal  program,  the  Washington  Office  (WO)  may  request  copies 
of  the  plans  for  review.  A  decision  on  the  submittal  of  copies  to  the  WO 
has  not  yet  been  made  at  this  time. 
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REQUESTS  FOR  REDUCTION  IN  ROYALTY 
.   RATE  FOR  FEDERAL  ENERGY  AND 
.  NONENERGY  SOLID  MINERALS ■ 


Results  of  the  Presentation  to  BLM  Conference  on  Energy  and 

Statement  of  Issue  .  ,    ,   '  ,  ■.    ... 


Minerals 


Proposed  Policy  for  the  Joint  BLM/MMS  Processing  and  BLM  Approval  of 
Requests  for  Reduction  in  Federal  Royalty  Rates  for  Energy  aqd  Nonenergy 
Solid  Minerals. 


Background 

Section  39  of  the  1920  Mineral  Leasing  Act  (MLA)  (30  U.S.C. 
provides  authority  to  reduce  lease  or  statutory  royalties. 


209) 


conservation 


"The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  for  the  purpose  of  encouraging 
greatest  ultimate  recovery.  .  .  and  in  the  interest  of 
authorized  to.  .  .  reduce  the  royalty.  .  .  whenever  in  his  judgment 
is  necessary  to  do  so  in  order  to  promote  development,  or  whenever 
his  judgment  the  leases  cannot  be  successfully  operated  under 
provided  therein." 


Act 


The  passage  in  1976  of  the  Federal  Coal  Leasing  Amendments 
(FCLAA)  allowed  a  minimum  royalty  for  surface  mined  coal  of 
percent  (Section  7(a)).  Subsequently  (1977)  the  Department 
a  8  percent  royalty  for  underground  mined  coal.  Prior  to  the 
of  the  FCLAA  of  1976,  few  applications  for  a  reduction  in 
were  submitted  by  Federal  lessees. 


During  1980, 
prepared  and 
applications 
approved  and 
Office  (GAO) 
Royalty  Rate 


df 


Royalty  Reduction  Guidelines  for  Federal  coal 
issued  on  December  1,  1980.  Since  the  passage 
for  a  royalty  reduction  were  submitted  with  17 
with  11  pending  decision.  In  1982,  the  General 
published  a  report  "Need  for  Guidance  and  Contro[Ls  on 
Reductions  For  Federal  Coal  Leases." 


Due 


guidelines 
to  the 
of 

the 


Therefore, 


Prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  GAO  report,  the  Department,  through 
experience  gained  in  using  these  guidelines,  recognized  the 
needed  to  be  revised  and  we're  proceeding  in  that  effort, 
varied  nature  of  royalty  reduction  requests,  the  promulgation 
regulations  would  be  outdated  at  the  time  of  enactments. 
Department  is  proceeding  to  refine  the  existing  guidelines. 

Discussion  and  Ctoservations 

The  issue  of  processing  and  approving  requests  for  a  reductiob  in 
Federal  royalty  rate  for  energy  and  nonenergy  solid  minerals  was 
presented  to  the  conference  in  a  proposed  form  since  the  issue  had  not 
been  resolved  by  time  of  the  conference.  Reaction  from  the  audience 
centered  around  the  State  Governor  (SG)  review  and  comment  of 
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preliminary  BLM  State  Director  (SD)  decision.  The  issue  revolved  around 
the  State  Governor  rejecting  BLM  SD  decision  and  SD  asking  the  joint 
BLM/MMS  review  team  to  re-evaluate  their  recommendation  giving 
consideration  to  SG's  concerns.  It  was  mentioned  that  SG  concerns  could 
very  likely  be  for  other  reasons  or  information  joint  BLM/MMS  were  not 
aware  of  or  did  not  consider  in  the  evaluation  (employment,  community 
impact,  monetary  spinoff  etc.).  Washington  Office  management  has 
requested  comments  on  the  proposed  processing  and  approval  of  royalty 
reductions  from  BLM  State  Directors.  The  audience  was  also  told  to  use 
the  existing  guidelines  until  revised  guidelines  are  issued. 
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Federal  Coal  Leases  and  Logical  Mining  Units 

Diligent  Development 

& 
Continued  Operation 


Objective 


Provide  overview  of  the  diligent  development  and  continued  op^ 
requirements  and  stress  nationally  consistent  enforcement  of 


ration 
requirements. 


Background 

Diligent  development  and  continued  operation  are  mandated  by 
Coal  Leasing  Amendments  Act  of  1976  (FCLAA)  and  are  •  applica 
coal  leases  issued,  readjusted  or  modified  after  August  4,  19 
is  also  required  for  logical  mining  units. 


:he  Federal 
Die  to  Federal 
76.   Diligence 


The  requirements  of  the  43  CFR  3480  (formerly  30  CFR  211) 
FCLAA  provide  the  BLM  limited  discretion  in  the  enforcement  o 
development  and  continued  operation. 


regulat 


ions  and 
f  diligent 


As  lease  administrator,  the  BLM  is  responsible  for  the  e 
diligent  development  and  continued  operation.   These  requir 
important  part  of  the  Federal  coal  program  and  must  be  enforc 
on  a  national  basis  in  accordance  with  the  regulation. 


nforcement 


of 
em^nts  are  an 
ed  consistently 


Observation  and  Follow-up 

It  appeared  that  the  majority  of  the  audience  were  unfamiliar 
diligent  development  and  continued  operation  requirements. 


Because  of  the  importance  of  the  enforcement  of  the  requiremei^t 
guidelines  are  being  prepared  and  will  be  transmitted  to  the 
near  future. 


In  order  to  ensure  nationally  consistent  enforcement,  the  Autcimated 
Federal  and  Indian  Leasable  Minerals  System  (AFILMS)  data  for  diligent 
development  and  continued  operation  will  be  periodically  revi<>wed  by  the 
Washington  Office. 
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PREFERENCE  RIGHT  LEASE  APPLICATION  (PRLA'S) 

PAUL  MCNUTT  (FTS)  343-4537  , 

STATEMENT  OF  ISSUE: 

Following  headquarters  review  of  the  adequacy  of  the  enviroimental 
and  processing  procedures  associated  with  the  outstanding  coal 
Director  issued  instructions  June  28,  1983,  that  118  of  the 
oust  be  studied  in  an  area-wide  or  regional  environmental  iijipact 
(EIS)  and  further  instructions  September  9,  1983,  establish 
Bureauwide  PRLA  final  showing  procedures.  The  presentation 
1983,  at  the  Bureauwide  minerals  meeting  briefly  covered  th^ 
PRLA's,  a  status  of  the  pending  applications,  required  NEPA 
detailed  discussion  on  the  final  showing  procedures. 

BACKGROUND: 


Under  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920  coal  prospecting  permJ 
companies  that  wanted  to  explore  for  coal  in  areas  of  no  k 
If  commercial  quantities  of  coal  were  found,  the  exploring 
preference  right  lease.  On  August  4,  1976,  with  the  passage; 
Coal  Leasing  Amendments  Act  of  1976  the  issuance  of  prospec 
discontinued.   Outstanding  prospecting  permits  and  PRLA's 
under  new  procedures. 


ts  were  issued  to 
knciwn  coal  reserves, 
cjompany  was  given  a 

of  the  Federal 
ting  permits  was 
were  to  be  processed 


The  new  procedures  required  an  initial  showing,  NEPA  documeiitat ion 
showing,  determination  of  commercial  quantities  and  lease  is 
rejection.   Initial  showing  was  primarily  to  initiate  and  a 
preparation  of  the  NEPA  documents.  Currently  there  are  133 
PRLA's.  The  Director  has  determined  that  118  of  the  133  PRIlA 
an  area-wide  or  regional  EIS . 


fiEal 


Following  completion  of  all  NEPA  compliance  work  the  BLM  req 
showing.  The  BLM  is  required  to  send  in  the  request  for 
of  the  proposed  lease  form,  a  copy  of  the  EA  or  EIS,  a  list 

information,  and  a  notice  of  the  opportunity  to  delete  lands 
showing.  The  requested  information  should  include,  butjfnot 
reserve  estimates,  number  and  density  of  drill  holes,  method 
mining,  and  revenue  and  cost  estimates.  If  the  applicant  s 
required  data,  the.  authorized  officer  must  determine  whethe 
shown  that  coal  exists  in  commercial  quantities  on  the  applljed 
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A  determination  of  the  existence  of  commercial  quantities  of  coal  in  lands 
under  application  consists  of  a  finding  by  the  authorized  officer,  based  on 
data  submitted  by  the  applicant,  that  "a  prudent  person  would  be  justified  in 
further  expenditure  of  his  labor  and  means  with  a  reasonable  prospect  of 
success  in  developing  a  valuable  mine"  (43  CFR  Section  3430.1-2(2)  (1982))  and 
there  is  "a  reasonable  expectation  that  the  revenues  from  the  sale  of  the  coal 
shall  exceed  the  cost  of  developing  the  mine  and  extracting,  removing,  trans- 
porting, and  marketing  the  coal"  (43  CFR  Section  3430. l-2(b) (1982)). 

The  commercial  quantity  determination  will  consist  of  determining  that: 

-  The  applicant  has  properly  estimated  the  quality  and  quantity  of 
coal  for  all  beds  which  are  cumulatively  economic  to  mine. 

-  The  anticipated  mining  operation  can  produce  the  amount  of  coal 
needed  to  meet  minimum  production  standards  under  FCLAA. 

-  The  proposed  method  of  operation  and  reclamation  is  in  conformity 
with  all  applicable  laws,  regulations  and  lease  stipulations. 

-  All  cost  and  revenue  figures  are  considered  reasonable. 

-  The  conditions  or  protective  lease  stipulations  assure  that 
environmental  damage -can  be  avoided  or  acceptably  mitigated, 

-  The  applicant  would  be  able  to  produce  coal  at  a  royalty  rate 

of  12  1/2  percent  for  surface  mines  and  8  percent  for  underground 
mines  and  still  show  a  reasonable  profit. 

The  application  must  be  rejected  if  the  applicant  fails  to  meet  initial  or 
final  showing,  or  if  in  the  authorized  officers view  commercial  quantities  of 
coal  were  not  discovered  on  the  prospecting  permit  lands  within  the  terms  of 
the  prospecting  permit. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Automated  Information  Systems 

Solid  Leasable  Minerals 

Automated  Federal  and  Indian  Leasable  Minerals  System  (AFILMS) 

& 
Automated  Coal  Lease  Data  System  (ACLDS) 


Objective 

The  objective  of  the  presentation  was  to  increase  the  awarenejss  of  the  systems, 
stress  their  importance,  and  address  their  merger. 


Background 


The  AFILMS  contains  information  on  solid  leasable  mineral  le 
tion  licenses,  mining  licenses,  prospecting  permits  and  appli 
leases,  licenses,  and  permits  for  Federal  and  Indian  lands, 
contains  information  on  Federal  coal  leases  and  lease  applicat 


^ses ,  explora- 
cations  for 
The  ACLDS 
ions. 


Some  duplication  exists  between  the  systems  and,  in  order  to 
the  duplication,  their  merger  is  being  considered. 


eliminate 


These  systems  were  designed  to  provide  field  offices  with  ins 
to  information  and  provide  the  Washington  Office  with  informat 
to  analyze  programs.   The  systems  were  also  designed  to  provijde 
requested  by  the  Department,  other  Federal  agencies  and  Cong 


res 


The  systems  are  frequently  queried  for  information  needed  to 
and  to  determine  compliance  of  specific  regulatory  and  legist 
raents.   Numerous  data  requests  have  been  answered  using  the 
the  source. 


Because  of  the  extent  the  systems  are  utilized  for  program 
and  analysis  and  the  number  of  leasable  minerals  information 
it  is  important  that  the  systems  be  brought  up-to-date  and  ma 
that  condition. 


Observation  and  Follow-up 


ru 


There  appears  to  be  a  considerable  amount  of  unfamiliarity  wi 
systems.   In  order  to  alleviate  this  situation,  element  inst 
AFILMS  have  been  developed  and  will  be  shortly  transmitted  to 
Also,  AFILMS  training  is  planned  and  such  training  should  prqvide 
familiarity. 


wi 


Because  of  the  duplication  between  the  systems,  the  systems 
and  managed  as  a  single  system.   The  merger  should  be  complet 
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site  Security 
(Discussion  Guide) 


Introduction 


Background 

1)  Reasons/History  of  oil  theft  problems 

2)  Intent 

3)  Congressional  Interest 

Requirements  of  Operators 

1)  Site  security  diagrams 

2)  Site  security  plans 

3)  Timeframes 

II.   Seal  Requirements  and  Types  of  Systems 

1)  Open 

2)  Closed 

Section  by  section  guidelines 

Enforcement  Requirements 

1)  Timeliness 

2)  Adequacy 


Discussion: 


The  session  went  well.   There  were  no  significant  questions  concerning  the 
proper  interpretation  of  the  rule.   Some  concerns  were  expressed,  however, 
in  regard  to  the  effort  required  in  order  to  ascertain  that  each  operator 
had  made  all  required  submittals.   It  was  also  apparent  thai;  some  field 
offices  had  received  misinformation  or  had  misinterpreted  the  instructions 
for  granting  an  extension  of  time  in  which  to  comply  with  these  rules, 
including  the  assessment  of  a  penalty  for  a  failure  to  comply.   Each  point 
was  discussed  and  clarified  for  the  attendees.   Some  discussion  was  directed 
toward  whether  certain  fittings  should  be  sealed  with  the  conclusion  that 
the  more  critical  ones  should  be  sealed  and,  in  other  instances,  that  one 
should  apply  the  "rule  of  reason,"  i.e.,  if  not  sealed,  is  it  logical  to 
conclude  that  the  fitting  might  reasonably  be  utilized  for  the  theft  or 
mishandling  of  crude  oil?  A  final  point  discussed  was  the  measurement  of 
gas  when  converted  to  LPG  and  transported  by  truck.   This  will  be  addressed 
in  the  revised  Manual  Chapter  and  Order  related  to  gas  measurement.   Both 
are  in  preparation  now. 
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Underground  Injection  for  Disposal  or 

Production  Enhancement  Purposes  (Class  II  W^lls) 

Background  and  Current  Status 


o  The  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  (P.L.  93-523)  of  December  1^,  1974,  as 
amended. 

o  EPA's  regulations  to  implement  the  Act.    .  ■ 

o  Reaction  to  the  proposed  regulations. 

o  Early  discussions  with  EPA. 

o  Final  regulations  promulgated, 

o  Lawsuit  by  industry. 

o  Changes  as  a  result  of  the  lawsuit. 

o  Changes  in  the  primacy  program. 

o  Negotiations  with  EPA. 

o  Decisions  of  November  1982. 

0  What  EPA  wished  of  MMS. 

o  MMS's  decision. 

o  Merger. 

o  BLM  affirmation  of  MMS  decision. 

o  IM  83-631  of  June  10,  1983,  and  what  it  means  to  BLM. 

o  Effects  on  Order  No.  1  and  NTL-2B. 

Discussion : 

The  discussion  here  primarily  was  for  informational  purposes .   The  attendees 
were  provided  a  historical  perspective  on  EPA's  developmentjof  its  lUC  regu- 
lations. State  primacy,  earlier  negotiations  with  EPA  regarding  the  appropriate 
division  of  responsibility  between  EPA  and  the  USGS/MMS,  and  the  current 
position  of  BLM  in  this  regard,  i.e.,  BLM  will  (1)  accede  to  EPA  or  the  primary 
States  in  matters  relating  exclusively  to  underground  injection  through  Class 
II  wells  on  Federal  lands  but  cannot  divorce  itself  completely  from  this 
process  because  of  other  mandates,  (2)  accept  any  information  filed  with 
EPA  or  a  State  in  this  regard  which  satisfies  our  data  submittal  needs. 


40 


The  attendees  were  advised  that-  NTL-2B  (Disposal  of  Produced  Water)  was 
inoperable  insofar  as  underground  injection  and  would  be  revised  as  an 
Operating  Order  covering  surface  disposal  and  protection  of  subsurface 
fresh  water  supplies  and  other  leasable  mineral  deposits.   It  was  agreed, 
however,  that  WO  would  provide  some  additional  interim  guidance  via  an 
instruction  memorandum.   The  attendees  were  also  advised  that  EPA  appeared 
to  be  moving  in  the  direction  of  asserting  UIC  primacy  on  Indian  lands  and 
eliminating  surface  disposal  of  produced  water.   It  was  agreed  that  the  WO 
would  furnish  each  State  Office  with  a  copy  of  EPA's  recent  proposed  rule- 
making in  this  regard.   This  has  been  done. 
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Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Order  No .  1 


The  discussion  leader  took  the  attendees  through  the  salie 
of  the  Order.  Although  many  items  were  discussed,  little 
standing  as  to  the  requirements  thereof  was  expressed.   Co 
expressed,  however,  as  to  bonding  by  designated  operators, 
circumstances  under  which  a  cultural  resource  inventory  and 
be  required,  and  whether  BLM  is  to  be  totally  responsible 
documentation  whenever  another  SMA  Is  involved . 
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The  attendees  were  advised  that  the  bonding  regulations  now  permit 
designated  operators  to  post  bonds  to  guarantee  performance t  and  that 
this  was  done  to  expedite  the  APD  process  even  though  it  wais  recognized 
that,  in  doing  so,  some  additional  effort  would  be  Imposed  on  the  field 
offices.  As  to  cultural  resource  inventories  and  reports,  the  participants 
were  advised  that  it  was  a  policy  decision  by  the  Assistant  Secretary's 
office  to  limit  the  circumstances  under  which  an  operator  could  be  required 
to  undertake  such  activities  at  its  expense.   Finally,  it  was  agreed  that 
the  field  offices  and  the  WO  would  work  with  their  counterparts  in  other 
SMA's  to  limit,  to  the  extent  possible,  the  number  of  environmental  documents 
prepared  in  regard  to  an  individual,  proposed  operation. 

Some  additional  discussion  was  had  concerning  the  imminent  levlslon  of 
Order  No .  1 .  This  is  considered  necessary  in  order  to  correct  certain  errors 
and  to  make  several  technical  adjustments  in  the  Order  as  published.  No 
significant  concerns  were  expressed  ixi  this  regard,  but  Alaska  personnel  did 
suggest  a  further  technical  clarification  which  appears  merito'-^-  •  , 
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Revision  of  Regulations/Manuals 

The  attendees  were  provided  with  a  summary  status  report  of 
actions  completed  during  the  past  year  which  affect  fluid  mj. 
and  gas  or  geothermal  resources)  leasing  and  operations, 
advised  as  to  those  rulemakings  presently  underway,  i.e., 
geothermal  resources  operating  and  unitization  regulations 
regulations  to  implement  the  requirements  of  the  Federal  Oil 
Royalty  Management  Act  of  1982. 
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Most  of  the  discussion  centered  around  the  WO  plans  to  review,  revise, 
reformat,  and  reissue  all  existing  Manual  Chapters  by  the  end  of  calendar 
year  1984  and,  where  appropriate,  to  issue  related  Operating  Orders.  The 
priorities  assigned  by  the  WO  for  the  completion  of  each  chapter  were 
discussed  and  the  attendees  voiced  no  objection  thereto.  However,  it  was 
suggested  that  diligent  development  be  included  as  a  high  p]-iority  chapter, 
and  WO  agreed  .  The  only  other  concern  expressed  was  that  they  be  given  the 
earliest  possible  opportunity  to  review  and  submit  comments  on  revised 
Manual  Chapters  and  Orders.  They  were  assured  that  the  WO  vrould  do  so, 
but  that  a  quick  turnaround  would  be  necessary  in  most  instances  in  order 
to  avoid  excessive  slippages  in  the  MBO  schedule . 
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Known  Geological  Structure' (KGS) 
Issue/Discussion  Paper 


A.  Statement  of  Issue 

On  October  12,  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Land  and  Water  Resources 
deferred  drawings  or  issuance  of  leases  under  the  SIMO  program  pending 
implementation  of  acceptable  procedures  for  delineating  KGS  and  clearlisting. 
Subsequent  memoranda  of  October  14  from  the  Director  speclfi^ed  procedures 
for  delineation  of  KGS  and  for  handling  SIMO  tracts.   A  teati  of  Washington 
technical  specialists  visited  seven  key  State  Directors  offices  during 
the  two  weeks  beginning  October  17  to  discuss  procedures,  determine  the 
scope  of  the  work,"  and  assure  that  action  plans  were  in  plac;e  to  meet  the 
Bureau  goals.   Training  of  field  personnel  to  do  KGS  was  conducted  during 
the  week  of  October  31.   KGS  delineation  is  now  proceeding  at  a  rapid 
pace.   The  major  issue  is  whether  effective  programs  for  KG^  delineation 
can  be  maintained  in  each  State  organization. 

B.  Background 

The  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920  specified  that  petroleum  values  of  all  lands 
within  the  Known  Geologic  Structure  of  a  producing  oil  or  gas  field  be 
leased  competitively.   All  lands  outside  of  KGSs  are  to  be  leased  non 
competitively.   The  Congressional  Record  indicates  that  the  term  structure 
was  generally  understood  to  mean  an  anticline  but  that  the  Intent  of 
Congress  was  to  lease  competitively  those  lands  which  were  undrilled 
portions  of  an  oil  or  gas  field.   In  practice  a  KGS  is  defined  as  the 
area  of  "the  trap,  whether  structural  or  stratigraphic,  in  which  an 
accumulation  of  oil  or  gas  has  taken  place.   The  limits  of  such  structure 
include  all  area  that  is  presumptively  productive."*  The  procedure  for 
determining  the  extent  of  a  KGS  is  simply  to  determine  the  extent  of  the 
trap  based  on  geologic  evidence  and  interpretation.   Early  KGSs  were 
extensive  since  the  oil  industry  was  basing  it's  drilling  on  surface 
geology  in  the  1920s.   In  the  1930s  stratigraphic  and  geophj^sical 
exploration  became  more  common  and  the  amount  of  information  available  to 
the  Government  geologist  decreased  since  surface  geology  ceased  to  play 
a  role.   By  the  1940s  average  field  size  had  begun  a  long  term  decline 
and  the  Government  geologist  became  increasingly  conservative.   Priority 
for  the  program  dropped  in  the  1970s  due  to  competition  with  new  high 
visibility  programs  within  the  Department.  Concurrently  oil 
lease  prices  rose  on  the  open  market  following  the  Arab  Boycott. 


*  USGS  Circular  419  "The  Definition  of  Known  Geologic  Structure  of 
Producing  Oil  and  Gas  Fields"  by  Emmett  A.  Finley,  page  1. 
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The  first  indication  of  major  problems  with  our  KGS  program  occurred  in 
late  1970s  v^ith  the  Fort  Chaffee  case  in  Arkansas.   This  was  the  first 
time  that  we  had  been  accused  of  being  too  conservative  and  non  professional. 
Other  situations  involving  the  Issuance  of  non  competitive  leases  on 
valuable  lands  have  since  occurred  in  Texas  and  Wyoming.  The  recent 
actions  taken  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  and  Director  reaffirm  the  basic 
definition  of  KGS,  require  use  of  all  pertinent  data  and  require  the  use 
of  geologic  interpretation. 

Areas  for  Dicusssion     " 

1.  When  will  all  review  of  older  KGSs  be  completed. 

2.  Are  the  proper  geological  people  in  place  in  the  offices  to  which 
KGSs  are  delegated. 

3.  Are  the  people  trained. 

4.  Will  the  necessary  data  and  time  be  made  available  to  those  who  have 
the  responsibility. 

Follow-up 

The  session  was  primarily  information  exchange.   No  follow-up  actions  were 
identified. 
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Known  Geothermal  Resource  Areas  (KGRA) 


Statement  of  Issue 

Known  Geothermal  Resource  Areas  are  defined  on  the  basis 
indicia,  discovery  or  competitive  interest  and  revoked 
lack  of  competitive  bids.  All  actions  are  done  on  a 
basis  which  is  time  consuming.   A  simplification  of  the 
suggested. 


on 


formal 


of  geological 
the  basis  of 
(defined) 
process  is 


Background 

The  Geothermal  Steam  Act  of  1970  authorized  leasing  and  iievelopment  of 
geothermal  resources  on  Federal  lands.   The  geothermal  values  of  areas 
designated  as  KGRA  were  required  to  be  leased  competitively.   KGRAs 
are  defined  on  the  basis  of  discovery,  geothermal  indicia  or  competitive 
interest.   With  this  broad  range  of  criteria,  classification  was  almost 
guaranteed  to  be  a  long  term  problem.   Discovery  and  the  subsequent  deline- 
ation of  the  trap  presented  no  problems  any  more  formidable  than  encountered 
in  KGS  determination  for  oil.   Using  geological  indicia,  however,  became  far 
more  complex  and  controversial.   Competitive  interest. areas  were  originally 
defined  on  the  basis  of  having  two  or  more  noncompetitive  lease  applications 
overlap.   This  did  not  Indicate  truly  competitive  interesit  during  the  time 
it  was  used,  nor  does  it  now.   The  unrestricted,  use  of  this  criteria  has 
been  terminated. 

About  3.3  million  acres  are  presently  in  KGRAs.   All  lands  in  them,  except 
for  very  new  ones,  have  undergone  at  least  one  round  of  leasing.   During 
the  early  lease  sales^ interest  was  good  due  to  high  intei-est  in  alternate 
energy  sources  in  the  1970s.   Land  positions  for  most  serious  operators  were 
established  during  that  time,  exploration,  drilling  done 
started.   During  the  1980s  interest  has  slackened  and  geothermal  sales  poorly 
attended.   In  order  that  the  acreage  under  lease  be  maximized^ a  policy  was 
adopted  to  drop  from  KGRA  status  all  lands  which  had  been  unsuccessfully 
offered  competitively.   It  is  expected  that  unless  new  discoveries  are 
made  on  a  regular  basis,  net  acreage  will  decrease. 

Areas  for  Discussion 

1.  What  changes,  if  any,  should  be  made  in  the  method  o^  determining 
boundaries  of  KGRAs. 

2.  Should  all  KGRA  actions  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register . 


Follow-up 

The  session  was  primarily  information  exchange. 
were  identified. 


No  follow-up  actions 
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Summary  of  Drainage  Module 


Handout  I,  entitled  Drainage  -  Revisited,  described  the  program  with  a 
historical  background  and  statistics  on  revenue  potentials  resulting 
from  drainage  investigations.   Two  important  clarif icat:).ons  were  added 
during  the  discussion. 


1, 


Drainage  represents  a  potential  loss  to  the  lessor. and  the  Bureau 
has  no  legal  authority  to  act  against  the  offending  party,  i.e., 
the  one  causing  the  potential  drainage.   Our  course  of  action  is 
to  protect  the  Government  (or  the  Indians)  from  drainage  by  pro- 
tective drilling  or  by  compensation  by  the  Federal  (Indian)  lessee. 


Manpower  requirements  were  outlined:   40  hours  per  ca 
for  appeals  =  .25  workmonths.   Albuquerque  projected 
450  cases  in  FY  84.   This  equals  112.5  wm  or  11  per 
7  professionals  who  must  also  do  units,  co:m.s,  NGPA, 
development . 


se  +  40  extra 
workloads  are 
sons .   We  have 
diligent 


In  other  words  the  minimum  of  a  petroleum  engineer  and  geologist 
(minimum  skill  requirements)  team  can  work  80  cases  worl^ing  full 
time  on  drainage  in  one  year. 

B.  The  other  three  handouts  were  discussed: 

1.  CD  manual  chapter  with  the  latest  official  instructitos  concerning 
drainage  investigations. 

2.  Flow  chart  of  South  Central  Region's  procedures  for  firocesslng  a 
case. 

3 .  Verbal  discussion  of  flow  chart .  ' 

C.  Four  problems  with  completing  adequate  drainage  investigation  and 

some  possible  solutions  were  described. 

1.  Hiring  and  maintaining  (experienced  and  professionai:|.y  mature) 
qualified  petroleum  engineers  and  geologists. 

Solutions: 

a.  Keep  full  performance  level  at  GS-12  and  tie  graAe  to  the  work 
they  do  and  not  office  location.   Shortage  pay  will  hire  them 
but  a  career  ladder  helps  keep  them. 

b.  No  decentralization  below  district  level:  higher  grades,  more 
attractive  office  locations,  concentration  of  scarce  skills  in 
low  budget  and  lower  staffed  times. 

c.  Recruit  actively  for  professionals  and  provide  necessary 
comprehensive  training. 
Keep  reservoir  skills  together  such  as  drainage. 


units  and  not  grouped  with  drilling  skills  needed  for  APDs,  etc. 


Must  have  P.E.  and  geologist, 
as  Industrial  Specialists. 


Do  not  reclassify 
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development , 


these  professionals 


2.  Other  industry  demand  work  takes  priority  over  drainage  investigations- 
with  limited  staffs  and  money,  APDs,  sundries,  corns,  units,  NGPA,  all 
have  a  higher  priority. 

Solutions: 

a.   Establish  a  rational  priority  for  drainage  investigations 

on  a  national  level.   This  must  be  backed  up  with  money  and 

positions,  or  it  simply  cannot  be  done. 

3.  Not  enough  staff  in  any  office  to  do  this  work.   Albuquerque  has 
best  staffed  office  and  we  need  help.   Offices  with  one  engineer 
or  a  single  geologist  cannot  do  it  at  all.   Offices  with  only  2 
persons  cannot  possibly  keep  up  with  the  workload,  in  most  cases. 

Solutions: 

a.  See  No.  1. 

b.  Get  more  money  and  positions. 

4.  Data  transmittal  from  top  management.   During  the  discussion,  one 
significant  IBLA  decision  and  one  court  decision  were  mentioned 
that  only  a  few  persons  knew  about.   This  data  must  be  distributed 
and  incorporated  into  manuals  and  instruction  memoranda  more  quickly 
so  that  current  rules  are  implemented  immediately.   Also,  appeals  of 
field  decisions  must  be  handled  more  quickly  so  that  we  can  correct 
procedural  and  technical  errors  quickly. 

One  additional  point  must  be  stressed:   If  industry  activity  picks  up 
the  potential  number  of  cases  will  increase  accordingly,  in  addition 
to  backlogs  already  existing  in  most  areas. 

One  resource  requirement  which  was  not  mentioned  but  which  is  critical  is 
data  bases.   This  work  requires  complete  and  comprehensive  data  bases  in 
order  to  be  effective.   Much  of  the  data  is  the  same  as  that  required  for 
KGS  studies,  development,  and  economic  evaluation.   It  is  an  expensive 
data  base.   This  requirement  supports  the  argument  for  less  decentral- 
ization to  conserve  financial  resource  requirements. 
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Fluid  Minerals  Economic  Evaluation  of  Tracts 


This  presentation  was  prepared  with  the  following  objective^  in  mind 

1.  Provide  historical  background  of  tract  evaluation. 

2.  Present  a  proposed  methodology  for  tract  evaluation. 

3.  Identify  problem  areas. 

4.  Suggest  solutions  to  problems. 

5.  Solicit  comments. 


In  my  opinion,  the  first  four  objectives  were  achieved  at 
meeting;  however,  there  were  not  very  many  coiranents  during 
Hopefully,  these  Issues  have  now  been  brought  to  the  attent 
Office;  and  they  will  receive  some  consideration  at  that 


the 


Salt  Lake  City 
the  session, 
ion  of  the  Washington 


level , 


The  background  of  tract  evaluations  is  fairly  straightforwaird 
methodology  for  tract  evaluations  is  now  under  consideration 
Office.   It  needs  a  thorough  review  and  then  tentative  guidel 
written  and  distributed  to  the  field  for  comment.   Then  final 
evaluation  guidelines  need  to  be  written  to  provide  standard 
to  the  field  offices. 


The  following  major  problem  areas  were  identified  at  the  Salt  Lake  City  meeting 

1.  Inconsistencies 

a.  Tract  evaluation  methodologies 

b.  Bid  acceptance  below  FMV 

c.  Comparables  vs.  DCF 

2.  Geologic  reports  -  time  and  scheduling 

3.  Revealing  presale  values  and  methodologies  to  IBLA  and 

4.  Evaluation  team  is  the  first  level  of  review  in  the  appeal 

5.  Increasing  volume  of  tracts  being  evaluated 

6.  Organization  and  grade  structure  of  evaluation  teams 


so 


The  preparation  of  guidelines  to  the  field  for  tract  evaluaj 
w;ay  in  resolving  inconsistencies.   The  Washington  Office  al 
more  active  in  the  evaluation  process.   Washington  Office  p 
get  to  the  field  often  and  participate  in  the  process. 


The  improvement  in  geologic  reports  supporting  tract  evalual: 
base  issue.   This  may  differ  by  area  and  will  be  resolved  wi. 
experience  and  money  to  purchase  data.   ADP  graphic  support 
the  projected  schedule  of  phase  III  of  ALMARS  needs  to  be  mc^ved 
current  schedule  is  too  late. 


me 


The  decision  to  reveal  or  not  to  reveal  FMV  estimates  and 
IBLA  rests  solely  with  the  Washington  Office.   Remanded  IBLA 
rapidly  piling  up  in  the  field  offices  awaiting  a  decision. 


The  pros  and  cons  of  making  the  evaluation  team  a  part  of  the 
need  to  be  reviewed  with  Washington  Office  personnel.  If  the 
to  have  the  evaluation  team  involved,  do  not  forget  -that  thxs 
workload  that  needs  to  be  factored  in  and  accounted  for. 
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The  proposed 
in  the  Washington 
ines  need  to  be 
ized  tract 
ized  guidance 


ndustry 
process 


ion  can  go  a  long 
needs  to  become 
ersonnel  need  to 


ions  is  a  data 
th  time  to  develop 
is  needed.   However, 
up ;  the 


thodologies  to 
decisions  are 


appeal  process 
decision  is  made 
is  an  additional 


There  are  a  variety  of  things  that  are  projected  to  increase  the  workload 
for  the  evaluation  teams.   There  are  several  plausible  solutions  to  this; 
increase  the  economic  evaluation  staff,  rapidly  incorporate  a  graphic 
computerized  support  system  for  economic  evaluations  and  explore  the 
possibilities  of  regionalization  of  the  economic  evaluation  teams. 

The  classification  and  grades  of  personnel  involved  in  the  economic  evaluation 
function  have  been  discussed  at  great  length.   Again  the  ball  is  in  the 
Washington  Office  court. 

The  economic  evaluation  function,  as  it  now  stands  in  the  organization,  is 
an  isolated  group.   In  reality,  this  function  is  the  economic  portion  of 
resource  evaluation.   Resource  evaluation  of  the  Federal  mineral  estate  is 

a  process  in  itself,  involving  Data  Collection- ^Minerals  Inventory- ■> 

Classification — S^Economic  Evaluation.^ B>»Action  (leasing,  exchanges, 

withdrawals,  etc.).   If  this  is  perceived  to  be  a  logical  process,  then  the 
workload  needs  an  organization  unit  designed  to  accomplish  that  objective. 
Up  until  the  time  of  the  merger,  an  organizational  unit  did  exist  that  was 
dedicated  to  that  objective.   The  decision  to  abolish  that  organizational 
unit.  Resource  Evaluation,  needs  to  be  revisited. 
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Seismic  Permitting 


Statement  of  the  Issue 


Is  there  a  problem  in  the  Bureau's  current  seismic  program? 
in  field  operations  will  the  new  regulations  published  July 
result  in  vs.  operations  under  the  old  regulations?   Will  th 
accomplish  Bureau  objectives  of  efficient  natural  and  fiscal 
ment?   Should  BLM  receive  copies  of  data  and  develop  experti 
Considering  the  recent  KGS  turmoil,  can  we  afford  not  to? 
seismic  program  be  improved?   What  time  table  and  plan  shou 
to  accomplish  improvements?   Is  interim  action  advisable? 


What  changes 
22,  1983, 
Bse  regulations 

resource  manage- 
se  to  use  it? 

w  can  our 
be  designed 


Ho 
Id 


After  discussion,  the  group  made  the  following  recommendatio;is 


1.  Instructions  on  Velocity  Surveys  are  needed.  VJhat  maxim' 
should  be  allowed  under  a  Seismic  permit?  Should  on-lea 
require  an  APD? 


am  depth 
se  surveys 


2.  BLM  needs  authority  to  monitor  down  hole  and  should  have  access  to 
both  the  raw  and,  when  possible,  processed  data.   We  should  pay 
for  copying. 

3.  BLM  needs  to  develop  expertise  to  use  the  data. 

4.  An  application  permit  system  should  be  proposed  and  adopted.   Work 
resulting  from  this  system  will  not  be  materially  greater  than  the 
present  NOI  system.   Our  programmatic  EA  will  cover  the  necessary 
documentation . 


Administration/compliance  fees  and  rental  fees  should  be 
We  do  not  want  to  discourage  exploration  and  considerabl 
necessary  in  determining  how  these  fees  would  be  apprais 

Make  it  known  that  a  grazing  lease  or  permit  can  be  cane 
the  lessee/permittee  charge  for  seismic  exploration  on  B'' 
The  Idaho  Falls  District  has  required  a  lessee  pay  back 
charged. 


Consistency  is  desirable.   Example: 
have  similar  actions  and  charges. 


BLM  and  Forest  Service  should 
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charged . 

:  study  is 

:d  and  applied. 

elled  should 
iM  lands, 
ees  falsely 


INDIAN  LANDS  DILIGENCE 

by  Floyd  Stelzer 

Tulsa  District 


Statement  of  Issue 


thd 


In  accepting  a  Departmental  Indian  oil  and  gas  lease, 
only  to  drill  and  produce  all  wells  necessary  to  protect 
from  drainage,  but  also  ".  .  .at  the  election  of  the  le 
produce  other  wells  ...  and  if  the  lessee  elects  not 
such  other  wells  ...  the  Secretary  of  the  Interxor  may 
after  due  notice  in  writing,  either  require  the  drilling 
such  wells  to  the  number  necessary,  in  his  opinion,  to 
diligence  in  the  development  and  operation  of  the  prope 
of  such  additional  diligent  drilling  and  production  requ 
and  after  the  first  anniversary  date  of  this  lease  of  no 
per  acre  per  annum,  which  sum  shall  be  in  addition  to 
hereinafter  specified." 


to 


in 


any 


lessee  agrees  not 
the  leased  land 
see,  to  drill  and 
drill  and  produce 
within  10  days 
and  production  of 
sure  reasonable 
or  may  in  lieu 
ire  the  payment  on 
to  exceed  $1.00 
rental  or  royalty 


rty 


lad 


ed 

dli 


ec 


The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  a  fiduciary  responsibiL 
to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  to  monitor  producing  la 
assure  lessees'  compliance  with  this  diligent  developmen^ 
lease  contract.   To  discharge  that  responsibility,  the  D 
tion  Memorandum  No.  83-501,  dated  April  22,  1983,  charg 
institute  procedures  immediately  to  assure  that  all  pro 
fully  developed)  Indian  oil  and  gas  leases  will  be  subj 
annually  to  a  comprehensive  review  to  determine  whether 
ing  its  leases  diligently. 

Decisions/Conclusions/Followup  Actions 
Diligent  Development  Policy 

Review  producing  Indian  leases  in  Primary  Term  as  well  |s  Extended  Term, 
identify  following: 


1.. 

2, 


Productive  formations  on  lease. 


All  wells  recently  drilled,  those  being  drilled,  and  known  plans  for 
drilling;  factor  in  economics  of  prudent  operator  rule. 


If  lessee  partially  satisfies  diligence  or  fails  to 

(a)  contain  undeveloped  spacing  unit(s)  which  can 

(b)  contain  undeveloped  formations? 


ity,  now  delegated 
ian  leases  to 
provision  of  the 
irector,  by  Instruc- 
State  Directors  to 
ctive  (but  not  yet 
ted  at  least  once 
a  lessee  is  develop- 


satisfy,  does  lease 
be  relinquished? 


After  the  review,  order  lessee,  in  writing,  to: 

1.  Submit  a  Plan  of  Development  with  geologic  and  economic  justification, 

2.  BLM  will  review  plan  and 

(a)  approve  drilling  plan, 

(b)  approve  drilling  plan   to   extent  proposed,   wittj  demand   for 
additional  well(s). 
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(c)  approve  drilling  plan  to  extent  proposed,  with  caveat  that 
additional  $1  per  acre  is  due, 

(d)  approve  a  no-drilling  plan; 

(e)  disapprove  a  no-drilling  plan  and  demand  well(s)  be  drilled, 

(f)  approve  a  no-drilling  plan,  with  caveat  that  additional  $1 
per  acre  is  due. 

Note:   If  assessed,  the  additional  $1  per  acre  is  due  at  the  end  of  lease 
year  and  cannot  be  applied  to  rental  or  royalty  obligation.   It  may  be 
assessed  at  the  discretion  of  the  Department  only  in  situations  where 
available  data  is  insufficient  to  determine  with  reasonable  degree  of 
certainty  that  drilling  of  well(s)  would  be  economically  viable. 

3.  Failing  to  drill  as  proposed  or  demanded,  or  to  pay  $1  per  acre  if 
requested,  lessee  will  be  requested  to  relinquish  all  undeveloped 
acreage. 

4.  Failing  to  relinquish,  BLM  will  recommend  cancellation  to  BIA  of 
entire  lease. 

Extensions 

A  single  30-day  extension  may  be  granted  upon  request  for  compliance  with 
all  demands. 

Force  Majeure 

The  force  majeure  lease  clause  can  be  exercised  in  the  event  of  delays,  inter- 
ferences or  disruptions  beyond  the  lessee's  control,  such  as  fires,  explosions, 
and  unavailability  of  supplies  or  equipment  on  the  open  market. 

A  request  to  delay  compliance  to  diligent  development  demands  using  force 
majeure  will  include: 

1.  Lessee's  reasons  and  justification  for  delay,  with  date  compliance  is 
anticipated. 

2.  In  event  of  rig  unavailability,  letters  from  at  least  three  drilling 
contractors  showing  that  they  have  been  contacted  to  drill  a  well  on 
the  subject  lease,  number  of  rigs  operating  in  the  area,  the  date  rig 
will  become  available. 

Spacing  Units 

Spacing  requirement  used  will  be  officially  approved.   These  may  coincide 
with  State  Spacing  Orders. 
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Federal  Oil  and  Gas  Royalty  Management  Act  of  1982 
Status  of  Implementing  Regulations 


(30  U.S.C.  1701) 


The  Federal  Oil  and  Gas  Royalty  Management  Act  of  1982  (FOGRMA)  was  signed 
into  law  on  January  12,  1983. 


The  Act  impacts  significantly  on  the  onshore  oil  and  gas  1 
operations  programs,  the  royalty  management  functions  of 
limited  degree,  on  offshore  operations. 


easing  and 
and  to  a 


MMS 


Among  the  salient  points  which  bear  upon  onshore  operations  are 


it ions. 

-  Annual  Inspections. 

-  Site  security. 

-  5th  day  reporting. 

-  Trucker  documentation. 

-  Pipeline  documentation. 

-  Record  retention. 

-  Stop  trucks-on  lease. 

-  Stop  trucks--off  lease. 

-  Civil  penalties. 

-  Criminal  penalties. 

-  Coop  agreements. 

-  Confidentiality. 

-  Delegations  to  States. 

-  Shared  penalties. 

-  Contracting. 

-  Relation  to  other  laws. 

-  Expanded  royalty  obligation. 


1. 

Section 

3  - 

Defin 

2. 

Section 

101 

(b)(1) 

3. 

Section 

102 

(b)(1) 

4. 

Section 

102 

(b)(3) 

5. 

Section 

102 

(c)(1) 

6. 

Section 

102 

(c)(2) 

7. 

Section 

103 

(b) 

8. 

Section 

108 

(a)(1) 

9. 

Section 

108 

(a)(2) 

10. 

Section 

109 

11. 

Section 

110 

12. 

Section 

202 

(a) 

13. 

Section 

203 

14. 

Section 

205 

15. 

Section 

206 

16. 

Section 

301(c) 

17. 

Section 

304 

(a) 

18. 

Section 

308 

Most  frequent  comments  received  about  the  proposed  regulat 

1.  Double  jeopardy  of  the  penalty  provisions  -  retention 
plus  those  authorized  by  FOGRMA  -  seems  to  ignore  Sect 
Act. 

2.  Point  system  is  too  complicated  and  possibly  belongs  in 
rather  than  in  the  regulations. 


ions  center  around ; 

of  MLA  penalties 
ion  304(a)  of  the 


BLM ' s  manual 


3.  List  of  common' violations  should  be  in  the  regulations. 

4.  Record  retention  -  disagree  with  the  split  that  certain  records  should 
be  retained  for  the  life  of  the  lease  plus  6  years  anc^  others  only  for 
6  years  after  generation. 

Discussion: 

The  discussion  was  in  the  vein  of  updating  the  attendees  on  the  requirements 
of  the  Act  as  it  relates  to  (1)  operations  on  Federal  and  Indian  oil  and  gas 
leases  and  (2)  the  reinstatement  of  oil  placer  claims  or  Federal  leases  which 
have  expired  for  nonpayment  of  rental.   The  salient  sections  of  law  were  sum- 
marized and  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  regulations  to  deal  with  each  such 
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section  were  discussed.   Field  personnel  expressed  concern  about  personnel 
safety  if  we  exercise  the  authority  to  stop  trucks.   It  was  explained  that 
policy  decisions  are  being  sought  in  this  area  because  the  WO  shares  those 
same  concerns.   Field  personnel  also  asked  numerous  questions  about  the 
rationale  behind  the  penalty  provisions  of  the  proposed  regulations.   The 
responses  provided  in  this  regard  seemed  to  alleviate  their  concerns. 
However,  it  seems  clear  that  a  detailed  IM  should  be  issued  promptly  after 
the  regulations  are  finalized,  if  all  offices  are  to  implement  the  regula- 
tions in  consistent  manner.   Various  field  personnel  also  expressed  a  desire 
to  receive  a  copy  of  the  final  regulations  as  soon  as  possible,  and  they 
were  assured  that  the  WO,  as  in  the  past,  would  make  appropriate  arrange- 
ments in  that  regard. 
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SUMMARY 
Suspensions /Extensions 

Information  Exchange 

Discuss  suspension  of  operations  and  production  (SOP)  fo 
and  gas  leases  without  a  well  capable  of  producing  in  payin 
pursuant  to  43  CFR  3103.4-2  (formerly  43  CFR  3103.3-8).  Al 
SOP  for  environmental  reasons. 


(a)   Discuss  procedures  for  processing  SOP  (checksheet/approval 
document) 


(b)  Discuss  sample  of  approval  letter  to  lessee(s) 

(c)  Discuss  denial  of  SOP 

Discuss  extension  of  Federal  oil  and  gas  leases  43  CFR  3107 

Discuss  Conservation  Division  Manual  (CDM)    Release  CDM  64 
(extension  of  leases  and  agreements) . 


—  Discuss  interim  guidelines — extension  of  leases  and  agreements. 
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r  Federal  oil 
g  quantities 
so  known  as 


5.6  and  645. 6A 


Oil  and  Gas  Lease  Stipulations 
Statement  of  the  Issue 


Bureauwlde  there  are  inconsistencies  in  application  and  wc 
and  gas  lease  stipulations.   This  creates  problems  for  ou 
weakens  our  ability  to  withstand  appeal.   Attempts  to  star, 
been  successful  only  statewide  or  regionwide.   Can  we  star, 
without  reducing  effectiveness  in  meeting  our  responsibili 
ment  of  Federal  oil  and  gas  resources  and  multiple  resour 
What  standards  should  be  set  by  regulation  and  what  by  IM 
What  should  be  included  on  the  lease  forms  and  what  shouli 
special  stipulation  as  on-ground  knowledge  and  situations 
Many  times  stipulations  restate  requirements  of  law  and  r^ 
the  duplication  worth  the  clarification  to  the  lessee? 
must  be  on  the  lease  and  what  can  legally  be  added  at  APD 
(Sierra  Club  vs.  Peterson)?   The  type  of  EA  and  workload 
issue  an  oil  and  gas  lease  directly  relates  to  what  lease 
are  acceptable.   If  a  contingent  right  stipulation  is  usecl 
sideboards  should  be  put  on  it  and  when  is  the  tailgate  r 
a  lease  an  unreasonable  gamble  for  a  lessee.'^ 


rking  of  oil 
customers  and 

dardize  have 

dardize  further 
Ities  in  develop- 
ce  management? 

and  Manual? 
be  added  by 

make  necessary? 

gulations.   Is 
What  stipulations 

or  SPD  time? 
rj.ecessary  to 

stipulations 

,  what  if  any 
dached  making 


Discussion 

Various  handouts  were  reviewed.  Karl  Duscher  discussed  a 
policy  by  the  WO.  Richard  Hopkins  discussed  the  standard 
developed  by  the  five-State  committee  which  have  been  ins 
wide  use  since  about  1977.  The  session  clearly  demonstra 
latitude  between  different  regions  and,  in  some  cases,  s 
use  policy  and  in  many  cases  individual  stipulations.  An 
posed  40-acre  minimum  as  it  relates  to  the  total  lease 
area  and  Alaska  it  is  insignificant  and  practically  all  s 
affect  more  than  40  acres  while  in  other  areas  the  oppos 


it: 


flamatory 


The  proposed  policy  Karl  presented  was  felt  very  in 
easily  result  in  more  restriction  on  oil  and  gas  leasing 
being  leased  and  developed. 

Larry  McBride  pointed  out  the  advantage  of  having  the  les 
stipulations,  as  once  accepted  he  felt  they  could  defend 
ulations  not  on  the  lease  and  signed  would  be  hard  to  def 
one  can  be  challenged. 


The  Sierra  Club  vs.  Peterson  decisions  were  discussed; 
effect  is  not  known,  but  more  challenge  to  our  lease  proc 
result  from  it.   We  should  be  thinking  about  how  to  adjus 
necessary,  to  keep  it  going. 


Several  States  discussed  the  success  they  have  had  at  lea 
their  present  systems  and  the  standardization  reached  in 
was  shown.   It  was  demonstrated  that  minerals  have  become 
in  BLM;  and  as  the  merger  matures^ minerals  will  solidify 
management . 


George  Brown  stated  that  it  was  obvious  that  the  WO  policy  needed  more  change 
before  it  could  be  published. 
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in  multiple  use 


Implementation  of  43  CFR  3809 


The  surface  management  regulations  require  an  operator 
with  all  of  the  substantive  federal  environmental  laws. 


am 


include  the  Atomic  Energy  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Uraniuiji 
Tailings  Radiation  Control  Act,  (AEA,  and  UMTRCA),  Cle 
(CAA),  Clear  Water  Act  (CWA),  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  ( 
Waste  Disposal  Act  (SWDA),  Resource  Conservation  and  Re 
(RCRA),  and  others,  including  what  is  generally  referreci 
"Superfund"  (CERCLA) .   These  laws  variously  prescribe  b 
technology,  best  management  practices,  or  otherwise  autlf 
standards  that  must  be  attained  for  compliance  and  set 
non-compliance.   They  allow  for  the  creation  of  federal 
state  programs  that  assume  primacy  in  all  permitting  ac 
enforcement  actions  even  when  Federal  lands  are  involve 
EPA  permits  issued  for  those  portions  of  mining  activit 
by  the  substantive  federal  environmental  laws  will  pres 
standards,  best  management  practices  or  best  available 
Operator  compliance  with  these  permit  requirements  is  m 
Any  failure  to  meet  these  permit  standards  that  results 
enforcement  action  by  the  state  agency  or  EPA  constitute 
unneccessary  or  undue  degradation  and  will  result  in  a  r, 
noncompliance  being  served  on  the  operator.   Any  portior. 
operation  that  will  conform  to  the  standards  of  the 
permit  will  have  satisfied  the  requirement  to  prevent  ur. 
undue  degradation. 


appiop 


o  comply 

These  laws 

Mill 
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The  substantive  federal  environmental  laws  either  crea 
Federal  program  or  allow  for  state  programs  modeled  on 
program.  Executive  Order  12088  requires  all  federal  a 
comply  with  all  the  requirements  of  either  type  of  progr 
either  case  BLM  is  not  the  permitting  or  enforcement  age 
not  demand  of  the  operator  any  standards,  technology,  or 
in  excess  of  what  is  contained  in  the  appropriate  permit 
approval  of  the  agency  and  the  Washington  Office  of  BLM 
comply  with  enforcement  agency  orders  and  requests  for  a 
particulary  requests  for  assistance  in  enforcement  acti 


ion 


fede 
tho 


In  the  case  of  the  hazardous  materials  laws  (SDWA, 
CERCLA)  the  states  not  only  receive  primacy,  but  the 
government  has  surrendered  sovereign  immunity.  The  au 
officer  is  subject  to  the  same  enforcement  actions  as  t 
when  permit  violations  occur.  Because  of  this,  no  plan 
operations  will  be  considered  complete  if  a  hazardous  ma 
permit  is  needed,  but  is  not  submitted  as  a  part  of  a  pi 
operation,  either  at  notice  or  plan  level  will  be  allowe 
up  on  public  lands  without  such  a  permit.  An  operator 
notice  level  activities  that  require  a  hazardous  materia 
must  also  have  a  permit.  Any  notice  level  operator  who 
possess  a  permit  will  be  "considered  to  be  causing  unnece 
undue  degradation  and  will  be  served  a  notice  of  noncomp 
authorized  officer  will  notify  the  state  enforcement  age 
of  the  situation. 
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Revision  of  the  Mining  Law  Regulations 


Background 


Bob  Andei- 
Bob  Webb 
November 


These  regulations  include  the  requirements  for  locating, 
maintaining  and  patenting  mining  claims.   They  also  provic 
environmental  protection  and  reclamation  of  mining  operat 
and  non-wilderness  lands. 


ecording, 
e  for  surface/ 
Ions  on  wilderness 


Scoping  meetings  were  held  in  the  western  States  and  Alaska 
written  comments  were  received.   We  are  currently  evaluatln 
tions  to  determine  what  changes,  if  any,  need  to  be  made 
determination  regarding  revision  of  the  regulations  will  no 
until  the  review  has  been  completed. 
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Except  for  the  addition  of  the  mining  recordation  section 
Surface  Protection  parts  in  1980  and  1981,  there  have  been 
changes  in  these  regulations  since  the  1950' s.  From  1955 
tions  were  added  dealing  with  the  enactment  of  PL  585,  PL 
of  July  20,  1956,  and  PL  359.  They  were  recodified  in  19 
1970. 

Significant  revisions  being  considered  include: 

1.  Codification  of  "Discovery"  —  Two-tier  test 

2.  Recognition  of  Pre-discovery  Rights 

3.  Challenges  by  the  US  and  rival  claimants  for  failure  t 

work 

4.  Hazardous  materials 

5.  Define  common  varieties 

6.  Removal  of  common  varieties  from  mining  claims 

7.  Appropriation  by  the  Government 

8.  Patent  procedures 

9.  Mining  claim  location  on  split  estate  lands 

Details  on  each  of  these  to  be  discussed. 


Follow- 


U2_ 


The  briefing  paper  that  was  passed  out  was  a  draft.   The  p 
have  not  had  intensive  review  by  the  Director,  or  the  Ass 
for  Land  and  Water  Resources.   Furthermore,  the  legality  o 
revisions  may  also  be  questioned  by  the  Solicitor's  Office 
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son,  Washington 

Billings 
14,  1983 


and  numerous 
g  the  regula- 
The  final 
t  be  made 


in  1977  and  the 

no  substantial 

to  1958,  regula- 

167,  PL  357,  Act 

and  again  in 


o  do  assessment 


roposals  therein 
istant  Secretary 
f  some  of  the 
upon  their  review. 


Bob  Anderson,  Washington 
Bob  Webb,  Billings 
November  14,  1983 


Mining  Law  Administration  in 
BLM's  designated  wilderness  areas  (DWA) 


Issues 


How  will  BLM  verify  valid  existing  rights  of  mining  claims  in  DWA's? 

What  will  be  conveyed  in  a  mineral  patent  application?  i.e.,  minerals 
only  vs.  minerals  and  surface. 

—   3809  regulations  in  DWA's. 


Background 

Operation  of  the  mining  laws  in  DWA  terrai.nates  at  midnight  December  31, 
1983,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights.   There  has  been  concern  expressed 
that  we  will  take  a  hard  line  approach  in  verifying  these  rights. 

Discussion 

1.  USPS  Policy  -  June  1982  letter  to  Senator  Malcolm  Wallop 

2.  BLM  Wilderness  Regulations 

3.  Prima  facie  evidence  of  discovery 

4 .  Conveyance  Table 

5.  Mitigation  of  mining  activities  in  DV/A's. 

Follow-up  (December  9,  1983) 

'  The  43  CFR  3856  wilderness  regulations  are  expected  to  be  published  as  final 
in  early  1984  (calendar  year).  Those  regulations  will  determine  how  we  handle 
the  examination  of  mining  claims. 

The  Forest  Service,  in  an  August,  1983  meTnorandum  to  its  field  offices,  stated 
"the  policy  established  is  that  after  the  effective  withdrawal  (Designated 
wilderness  areas)  validity  determinations  will  be  usually  conducted  only  on 
properly  recorded  claims  for  which  a  Notice  of  Intent  or  plan  of  operations 
has  been  received" (underlining  added). 

We  (BLM-Minerals)  are  of  the  opinion,  that  we  do  not  have  to  conduct  validity 
determinations  on  those  who  submit  plans.  We  will  propose  that  the  authorized 
officer  may  accept  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  claimant  has  established 
valid  existing  rights  and  approve  the  plan  all  else  being  equal.  If  the  A.O. 
is  not  satisfied  with  the  evidence  of  discovery  submitted,  he/she  may 
institute  further  investigations  of  the  claims,  including  an  initiation  of  a 
contest  to  establish  conclusively  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the  claim. 

CAUTION:   This  is  not  Bureau  Policy.   Further  guidance  and  legal  review  is 
required. 


Larry  McBride,    Solicitor's   Office 

W,ishington 
Bob  .\nderson,   Washington 
Noveijiber   14,    1983 


Mining   Claim  Recordation 
314   FLPMA 


Issue 

How  does  BLM  implement  the  District  Court's  decisions 
and  Lockes  (Nevada) ? 


Background 
Rogers  — 


On  September  24,  1979,  plaintiff  filed  by 
State  Office,  maps  showing  the  location  of 
claims  and  submitted  $50  for  filing  fees, 
the  State  Office  notified  plaintiff  by  let 
was  deficient  and  he  needed  to  submit  the 
proof  of  assessment  work  for  1979  in  order 
recordation.   Plaintiff  submitted  the  requ 
they  did  not  arrive  in  the  Montana  State 
November  2,  1979,  after  the  statutory  deat^l 
October  22,  1979. 


letter  in  the  Montana 
10  pre-FLPMA  lode 
On  October  16,  1979, 

ter  that  his  filing 

location  notices  and 
to  complete  the 

ired  documents  but 
ice  until 
ine  of 


Off 


it 


Lockes 


On  June  28,  1982,  the  Court  rules  that  sec 
was  unconstitutional  and  violated  the  requ 
due  process  under  the  Fifth  Amendment  by 
a  hearing  to  a  locator  before  a  determinat 
had  abandoned  his  claim.  The  Court  also 
conclusion  of  abandonment  was  also  unconst 
reasons. 

—  Plaintiff  fiiiia  annual  assessment  work  on 

On  October  21,  1983,  the  Court  rules  almo 
i.e.,  that  it  was  unconstitutional  to  take: 


Discussion 

1.  Future  of  314  FLPMA 

2.  Possible  legislation. 

3.  BLM  Recordation  Procedure  (issuing  decisions  vs. 


tion  314(c)  of  FLPMA 
irements  of  procedural 

s  failure  to  provide 
ion  was  made  that  he 
^ound  that  the  irrebutable 
itutional  for  the  same 


Follow-up  (December  9,  1983) 


recommend  atlon 


The  United  States  has  filed  an  appeal  with  the  Sup 
United  States,  Cv.  No.      (D.Nev.  Oct.  21,  1983). 
two  overriding  concerns  In  the  Department ' s 
Department  of  the  Justice  that  an  appeal  be  filed, 
a  rule  of  uniform  national  application.  Currently  th 
states  have  held  section  314  of  FLPMA  to  be  cons 
have  held  It  unconstitutional.   Second  Is  the  need  fc 
of  the  Issue.   If  the  Department  were  to  attempt  to 
regulations  allowing  for  waiver  of  untimely  filings, 
presumption  of  abandonment,  It  would  be  several  years 
review  of  such  regulations  would  reach  the  Supreme  Court. 


The  Government  will  seek  full  treatment  of  the  issues 
314,  Including  severability  and  prospectlvlty,  while 
opportunity  of  Supreme  Court  review.  This  means  an 
just  one  part,  or  all  parts,  of  section  314  would  be 
and  whether  a  decision  by  the  Supreme  Court  would 
just  for  future  cases.  There  Is  a  possibility  that 
decided  this  term  (i.e.,  by  early  July). 
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Gary  Hort 
Mike  Ford 
November 


son,  Washington 
on ,  Washington 
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FLPKA  203  Sales  and  206  Exchanges 
Minerals  Consideration 


Issue 


1.  Will  BLM  sell  lands  encumbered  with  mining  claims? 

2.  Should  BLM  sell  lands  and  reserve  the  minerals  where 
significant  mineral  deposits? 

3.  Can  BLM  reserve  only  oil  and  gas,  if  all  other  mineral 
known  to  exist  (203  sales)? 

A.   Same  as  issue  3  but  for  209  mineral  conveyances? 


Discussion 

A  draft  memo  will  be  passed  out  to  discuss  these  and  other 


there  are 


:3  are  not 


Follow-up  December  9,  1983 


ina 


The  draft  memorandum  mentioned  above  was  prepared  for  f 
November  29,  1983.   If  the  memorandum  is  approved  as  now 
represent  the  Bureau's  policy  on  the  following  items: 

1,  BLM  will  not  sell  lands  encumbered  with  unpatented  mi 

2.  BLM  has  the  discretion  to  sell  lands  and  reserve  the 
there  are  significant  mineral  deposits. 


3,   If  the  mineral  report  concludes  that  there  are  no 

values"  you  must  convey  the  mineral  interest  simultan 
the  surface  (See  IM  83-699  dated  July  19,  1983). 


4.  In  203  FLPMA  sales,  BLM  may  reserve  only  oil  and  gas, 
minerals  are  not  known  to  exist. 

5.  In  209  FLPMA  mineral  conveyances  BLM  may  convey  all  i 
oil  and  g.as,  if  only  oil  and  gas  are  known  to  exist 

6.  Surface  owner  consent  for  coal  leasing  will  be  waive 
any  sale  agreement. 
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Areas  of  Critical  Mineral  Potential 


Issue/Discussion  Paper 


Objective:   To  help  make  lands  that  are  currently  withdrawn 
administratively  restricted  available  to  mi 


me 


Statement  of  issue 


or 
ral  entry. 


Areas 


thd 


of  Critical 
rawn  or 
rocessed  in  BLM 
/■els  in  the  BLM 
1  entry  through 


The  Bureau  asked  the  public  to  submit  nominations  for 
Mineral  Potential  (ACMP)  on  lands  that  are  currently  -wi 
administratively  restricted.   The  nominations  are  being 
State  and  District  Offices.   What  can  be  done  at  what  le 
organization  to  facilitate  the  opening  of  lands  to  miner^ 
the  ACMP  process? 

B.   Background 

In  his  April,  1982  National  Materials  and  Minerals  Program  Plan  and  Report 
to  Congress,  the  President  stated,  "The  Administration  will  issue  an 
invitation  to  the  public  to  nominate  areas  of  high  mineral  interest  and 
use  those  nominations  to  identify  'Areas  of  Critical  Mineral  Potential' 
as  an  overview  of  existing  land  use  designation  in  selected  areas  for 
withdrawal  review."  This  was  the  beginning  of  the  ACMP  poncept,  as  part 
of  the  withdrawal  review  program. 

The  BLM  issued  a  call  for  ACMP  nominations  in  a  Federal  Register  notice 
on  December  3,  1982.  This  notice  lls-ted  certain  areas  that  we  excluded 
from  ACMP  nomination.   It  also  left  the  mistaken  iippress:^on  that  all 
nominations  must  be  received  by  BLM  by  March  7,  1983.   Another  Federal 
Register  notice,  on  March  14,  1983,  stated  that  there  is 
for  submission  of  ACMP  nominations. 


no  time  limit 


An  instruction  Memo,  IM  83-583  was  issued  on  June  2,  198^  telling  BLM 
offices  how  to  process  the  nominations. 

C.  Options  for  Resolution/Discussion 

Several  issues  have  been  raised  in  addition  to  the  primary  issue  of  how 
to  facilitate  opening  lands  to  mineral  entry.   These  issues  include; 

1.  Is  BLM  accepting  nominations  on  wilderness  study  are^s  (WSAs)? 

2.  Should  ACMPs  be  plotted  on  Master  Title  Plats? 

3.  Who  in  BLM  should  handle  ACMPs  -  withdrawal  review  specialists  or 
minerals  personnel? 


Does  the  title  'Areas  of  Critical  Mineral  Potential' 


accepting  nominations  of  critical  and  strategic  minerals? 
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mean  we're  only 


-2- 


5.  How  many  nominations  have  been  received? 

6.  Why  are  nominations  sent  to  Washington,  D.C.  first? 

7.  What  is  the  role  of  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  and  the  Bureau 
of  Mines  (BOM)  in  the  ACMP  process? 

8.  Who  will  negotiate  on  behalf  of  BLM? 

9.  Will  or  should  ACMP  nominations  cause  BLM  to  re-review  withdrawn  areas 
that  have  already  reviewed? 

Follow-up 

The  session  was  primarily  information  exchange.   No  follow-up  actions  were 
identified. 
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Bod  Anderson,  Washington 
WaMy  Stiles,  Cheyenne 
Nolember  14,  1983 


Western  Nuclear  Supreme  Court  Decision 

REMOVAL  OF   SAND  AND  GRAVEL  FROM  STOCK  RAISING-HOfffiSTEAi  ACT   (SHRA)   LANDS 


Summary; 

On  June  6,  1983  the  Supreme  Court  rendered  a  decision  in  Watt  vs.  Western 
Nuclear,  Inc.  which  af fired  the  Department  of  Interior's 
that  gravel  is  a  mineral  reserved  to  the  Federal  governmerlt 
under  the  1916  Stock-Raislng  Homestead  Act  (SHRA). 


longstanding  position 
on  lands  patented 


teri 


The  Supreme  Court's  affirmation  of  the  Department  of  In 
that  gravel  and  by  implication,  other  mineral  materials  or, 
million  acres  of  SHRA  lands  will  remain  in  government  poss 
private  entities  or  provided  free  of  charge  to  qualifying 
in  public  projects. 


To  date,  the  Bureau  has  identified  27  cases  of  unauthorizi 
and  gravel  from  SRHA  lands.  Total  value  of  gravel  removei 
about  $1.7  million  dollars. 


or's  position  means 
approximately  33 
ession  to  be  sold  to 
governments  for  use 


4d  removal  of  sand 
in  trrespass  is 


Question;  How  does  the  Bureau  intend  to  treat  the  27  identified  cases  of 
trespass? 

Follow-up  (December  9,  1983) 

BLM  will  attempt  to  collect  damages  only  where  official  tijespass  notice 
(9230-1)  sent  to  operator/surface  owner. 

a.  Pertain  to  all  Salable  Minerals. 

b.  Statute  of  Limitations  will  apply. 

c.  All  trespass  prior  to  the  Supreme  Court's  decision 
and  45  days  grace  period  will  be  considered  innocent 
trespass. 

d.  Only  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  authority  to 
waive  damages  of  less  than  $20,000. 

e.  Over  $20,000,  Department  of  Justice  must  decide. 

The  Bureau  will  not  pursue  trespasses  which  occurred  prior 

1983  and  have  not  been  previously  issued  a  notice  of  trespass  (9230-1). 

Where  trespasses  have  been  Initiated  or  continued  after  July  21,  1983, 

without  the  issuance  of  a  trespass  notice,  the  Bureau  will 

parties  and  attempt  to  collect  damages  for  materials  removed  after 

July21,  1983.   Determinations  of  innocent  or  willful  trespass  for 

removals  after  July  21,  1983  should  be  made  on  a  case  by  case  basis. 


An  Instruction  Memorandum  to  all  field  offices  is  to  be  is 
December  9,  1983,  in  accordance  with  instructions  from  the 
briefing  on  November  29,  1983. 
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to  July  21, 
iss  (9230-1), 
y  21,  1983, 
notify  such 


sued  on 
Director's 


Bureauwide  Minerals  Conference 
Issues 


Consensus  issues 


—  Budge.t:   Funding  and  FTE  shortfalls 

—  Personnel  classification 

-  Full  performance  level  based  on  duties  performed 
location 

-  GS  level  for  State  office  branch  chiefs 


(pn;  field  offices 
g  problems . 
in  development 


Communication 

-  WO  needs  to  let  field  offices  know  what's  going 
need  to  provide  WO  with  early  alerts  to  developin 

-  WO  needs  to  get  field  input  on  MOUs,  etc.  earlie:: 
process. 

-  Need  to  reduce  proliferation  of  IMs  and  improve  distribution  of 
IMs  from  WO  through  SOs  to  DOs  and  Area  Offices 

Staffing 

-  Mobility  tenure 
Career  ladders 

-  Fungibility 


minerals  in  land 
ion  needed  for  land 


Planning  and  NEPA  Compliance 

-  Manager  needs  to  assure  adequate  consideration  o 
use  plans  and  in  multiple  use  decisionmaking. 

-  Minerals  staff  needs  better  guidance  on  informat 
use  plans. 

Inspection  and  Enforcement 

-  Need  to  address  I&E  for  solids  programs. 

-  Need  to  eliminate  duplication  of  effort  but  also  recognize  that 
complexity  of  workload  may  require  more  than  "one  green  truck". 


responsibility  which 


Indian  issues :   an  emerging  workload  and  area  of  new 
warrant  increasing  attention. 

Organization 

Finetuning  needed  during  shakedown  period. 
Resource  assessment: 

-  assessment  methods  need  consistency 

-  organization  placement  unresolved. 

Managerial  development  in  multiple  use  decisionmaking,  conflict  management, 
public  relations,  minerals  management. 


—  Training:   need  to  look  at  long-range  training. 

—  Split  estate  management:   problems  arise  because  oil 
differ  from  solid  minerals  policies. 
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rather  than  job 


and  gas  policies 


—  Conveyances:   need  consistent  policies  across  mineral  commodities. 

t 

—  Growing  need  for  accurate  data  base  and  for  data  systems. 

—  Problem  with  backlog  of  appeals  in  WO. 

—  Drainage  problems  and  associated  impacts  need  attention. 

—  Field  concern  and  basic  disagreement  with  sand  and  gravel  policy 
associated  with  Western  Nuclear  court  decision. 

—  Minerals  policy  statement:   need  headquarters  attention  to  improve 
implementation  of  policy. 

Statements  by  Individuals 

—  WO  personnel  office  employs  a  double  standard:   field  offices  can't 
hire  GS  13  technical  experts,  but  WO  can. 

The  moratorium  on  classification  is  only  going  to  maintain  the  high 
stress  level  on  some  employees  due  to  continued  uncertainty. 

—  We  may  want  to  include  some  technical  specialists  from  other  resource 
programs  at  the  next  meeting.   We  also  need  to  include  more  field 
managers. 

—  We  need  to  communicate  criteria/procedures  (e.g.,  for  inspection  and 
enforcement)  to  industry;  keep  industry  informed. 

—  Managers  can't  operate  effectively  without  an  approved  AWP. 

—  A  large  number  of  cases  wouldn't  fit  a  proposed  adjudication  "cookbook." 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Int]erior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.     20240 


December   21, 


Information  Memorandum  No. 
Expires  9/30/84 


84-83 


To: 


From: 


AFO's 


Director 


Subject:   Minerals  Conference  Followup 

I  am  very  pleased  with  the  success  of  the  minerals  conf 
Salt  Lake  City,  November  14-18,  1983.   The  conference  p 
opportunity  to  address  the  participants  and  learn  firs 
concerns  and  interests.   More  importantly,  managers,  pro 
technicians  from  throughout  the  Bureau  (185  individuals 
out  the  week)  were  able  to  discuss  energy  and  minerals 
and  issues.   I  appreciate  the  extra  effort  of  module 
in  conducting  sessions  and  in  identifying  problems  and 
further  work  and  resolution. 


lead 


1S£ 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 


3000  (671) 


1983 


erenc 


ce  conducted  in 
ided  me  the 
thand  some  of  their 
fessionals,  and 
participated  through- 
ram  activities 
ers  and  participants 
sues  which  require 


rpv: 


progi 


I  received  a  briefing  the  week  after  the  conference  by  the  Deputy  and 
Assistant  Directors  for  Minerals  during  which  we  discussed  a  list  of  issues 
identified  during  the  conference  and  summarized  at  the  meeting  wrap-up.   All 
the  issues  will  be  considered  in  an  action  plan  which  will  also  encompass 
recommendations  of  the  Merger  Assistance  Teams  and  of  Moose  Zaidlicz 
(a  retired  BLM  State  Director  whom  I  asked  to  assess  aspects  of  the 
merger) .  We  recognize  that  some  of  the  issues  raised  can  be  resolved 
with  short-term  actions  while  others  will  require  more  ti 
complexity,  and  in  some  cases  we  may  need  to  modify/develop  new  programs  and 
procedures. 


xrec 


In  early  1984  there  will  be  a  meeting  of  Deputy  State  D 
Resources.   I  will  expect  them  to  monitor  our  progress  in 
action  plan.   In  6-8  months  there  will  be  a  formal  asses 
and  at  that  time  I  will  take  further  steps  where  necessaty 


tors  for  Mineral 
accomplishing  the 
sment  of  progress, 


In  the  short  term,  six  areas  will  receive  immediate  at 
budget,  planning,  inspection  and  enforcement  for  solid 
personnel,  and  communication.   Specific  actions  being 
are  discussed  below. 


tent ion.   These  include 
minerals,  Indian  issues, 
taken  in  regard  to  each 


Budget:   Field  participants  emphasized  funding  and  FTE  shortfalls  as  serious 
constraints  upon  accomplishing  identified  FY  1984  workload.   The  Washington 
Office  (WO)  is  currently  evaluating  the  feasibility  of  proposing  a  FY  1984 
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budget  supplemental.   During  this  past  summer,  BLM  field  offices  identified 
program  deficiencies  in  several  program  areas,  including  oil  and  gas.   The 
WO  sent  special  teams  to  assess  energy  mineral  programs  in  specific  States. 
In  order  to  evaluate  the  program  issues,  the  teams  requested  those  States  to 
submit  reports  detailing  the  issues  and  additional  funds  and  personnel 
required  to  address  the  problems.   This  material  is  being  referred  to  as 
the  "red  book."  Red  book  briefings  will  be  conducted  in  mid -December  for 
the  Deputy  Director  for  Energy  and  Mineral  Resources,  the  Director,  and  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Land  and  Water  Resources.   A  Directorate  decision 
on  the  final  recommendation  for  a  FY  1984  budget  supplemental  request  is 
expected  in  January  1984. 

During  December  and  January,  the  WO  will  be  preparing  the  FY  1985  Budget 
Justifications.   This  document  is  used  for  the  President's  Budget  Message 
to  Congress  and  for  House  and  Senate  budget  hearings  in  March/April. 

Planning:   To  address  the  need  for  adequate  consideration  of  mineral  resources 
in  our  land  use  plans,  we  will  accelerate  the  development  and  publication 
of  guidance  which  sets  forth  specific  energy  and  mineral  requirements,  by 
program,  at  the  resource  management  planning  stage  of  decision.   For  example. 
Instruction  Memorandum  83-732  contains  specific  guidelines  for  considering 
coal  in  land  use  planning.   In  addition,  we  will  provide  instruction  in  the 
forthcoming  manual  (March  1984)  on  how  to  bring  forward  energy  and  minerals 
decisions  and  supporting  information  in  old  plans  and  related  documents  and 
incorporate  them  in  RMPs. 

Inspection. and  Enforcement  for  Solid  Minerals;   As  part  of  an  effort  to 
strengthen  the  Bureau's  field  inspection  and  enforcement  (I&E)  capability 
relating  to  solid  minerals,  the  Bureau  has  organized  a  task  force  that  is 
developing  a  strategy  paper  for  a  solids  operations  I&E  program.   This  study 
team  is  comprised  of  representatives  from  both  the  Office  of  Inspection  and 
Enforcement  and  the  Division  of  Solid  Mineral  Operations.   In  addition, 
instruction  memoranda  are  being  prepared  setting  out  standards  and  criteria 
for  inspections,  enforcement  activities,  and  related  compliance  monitoring 
responsibilities.   The  first  instruction  memorandum  on  production  verification 
already  is  undergoing  Headquarters  review  and  will  be  available  for  field  review 
soon . 

Indian  issues;   We  recognize  the  need  for  a  Bureau  Indian  lands  policy.   There 
is  a  current  Bureau  MBO  which  leads  to  the  preparation  of  an  Indian  lands 
issue  and  decision  paper  in  the  near  term.   The  policy  paper  will  provide 
options  in  the  Bureau  approach  to  Indian  lands  management. 

Personnel;   On  November  30,  1983,  we  issued  Information  Memorandum  84-63  which 
describes  many  of  the  short-and  long-term  steps  we  are  taking  to  address  our 
critical  personnel  management  concerns.   That  issuance  established  a  moratorium 
of  at  least  six  months  duration  on  major  classification  changes. 
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During  the  interim,  we  are  beginning  work  on  our  own  Bureau 
classification  standard.   In  the  interim,  we  will  continu^ 
place  field  management  positions  (area  manager  and  dis 
GS  301  and  340  series  to  provide  for  competition  and  selec 
from  the  wide  variety  of  professions  in  the  Bureau.   We 
with  the  process  to  contract  with  an  outside  consultant 
our  classification  rationale  for  a  number  of  our  key  field, 
management  positions.   Other  studies  for  petroleum  eng 
State  Office  I&E  coordinators,  and  Deputy  State  Directors 
be  finalized. 


aie 


firm 


;xneer 


In  order  to  ensure  all  of  these  critical  initiatives  are 
appropriate  Bureau  management  direction,  we  are  also  establ 
cation  Steering  Committee  to  provide  a  necessary  managemer. 
This  committee,  which  will  have  its  initial  formation  meet 
is  comprised  of  four  State  Directors,  two  Deputy  Directorsi 
personnel.   More  will  be  issued  about  its  composition  and 


ifeflective  of  the 
ishing  a  Classifi- 

t  oversight  function. 

ing  in  mid -December, 
and  key  staff 

function  in  January. 


Our  overall  plan  is  to  pay  concentrated  attention  to  our 
concerns  through  use  of  both  contractor  and  Bureau  resourcie 
we  will  strive  to  maintain  status  quo  on  classification  ar. 
policy  of  no  involuntary  downgrades  of  encumbered  positior. 


Communication :   The  need  to  continue  communicating  up  and 
throughout  the  organization  is  of  paramount  concern  to  botjh 
management.   In  order  to  keep  all  employees  informed  on  is 
and  messages  from  the  Director  during  the  shakedown  period, 
and  if  necessary,  special  editions  of  Inside  Track  will  b 
two  weeks.   However,  one-way  communication  will  not  suffic. 
down  period,  we  need  to  be  especially  sensitive  to  creatir. 
tion  throughout  all  levels  of  BLM  and  providing  early  alert 
developing  problems  as  well  as  problems  which  resist  solut 


mat] 


Another  area  which  we  are  continuing  to  work  on  is  the  pro 
instruction  memoranda.   We  will  emphasize  improving  info 
through  the  AWP,  MBO,  and  manual  releases.       On  the  o 
creation  of  new  offices,  we  need  to  pay  close  attention  td 
organizations  and  people  into  the  mainstream  of  information 
of  expeditiously  passing  information  and  instructions  from 
level  to  the  next  was  also  identified  as  a  major  roadblock 
of  procedures  and  systems  for  disseminating  information  an 
within  and  across  organizational  lines  will  be  a  top  prio 
"shakedown"  period. 


I  want  to  address  one  additional  item  surfaced  at  the  con 
related  to  the  Minerals  Policy  Statement  of  December  1 
is  that  the  policy  statement  is  not  being  taken  seriously 
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Land  Use  Manager 
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erence — concerns 
1982 .   One  concern 
by  BLM  managers  and 


that  more  attention  by  the  Washington  and  State  Offices  is  needed  to 
mprove  implementation  of  the  policy.   A  second  concern  is  that  the  policy 
statement  was  signed  before  the  merger  and  thus  may  not  fully  reflect 
current  BLM  mineral  responsibilities. 

With  regard  to  the  first  concern,  let  me  reiterate  my  strong  support  for 
the  efforts  that  have  been  and  continue  to  be  made  in  ensuring  a  viable 
minerals  program  within  the  realm  of  multiple  use  management.   I  believe 
the  recent  instruction  memoranda  concerning  "justification  of  withdrawals" 

tation  of'nn^  '^'''"i  "''^^''^'  potential"  effectively  provide  for  implemen- 
tation of  our  policy  to  improve  land  availability  and  avoid  the  lock-up  of 

thrvPr/^'°''"^''   ^^°°^  '°  ^'^'^  P^°§^^  managers  to  similarly  incorporate 

guidance  ?y/'™'    °T  '"'"'^^'  P°^'"^  '^  ^^^^'  ^^^   i^  appropriate  program 
guidance  (RMPs,  IMs,  etc.)  as  it  is  formulated,  implemented,  and  enforced. 

IZT\T,    "^""^tt   ^^'^^^^i^^^^l^  ^^^  ^n  integral  part  of  multiple  use  manage- 
m?n^;.l   7?"  lu^  ^     "^7   statement  directs~our  managers  should  insist  on 
minerals  data  that  will  aid  in  making  the  best  resource  allocation,  fully 
recognizing  that  concurrent  use  of  more  than  one  resource  is  possible. 

m^K^^of""^  ^^-l^""^   statement  was  developed  prior  to  the  Bureau  assuming  a 
number  of  significant  responsibilities.   Thus,  I  believe  we  need  to  review 
that'^t'LT"""'""  ^"^  application  of  the  existing  policy  statement  to  assure 
that  It  encompasses  our  expanded  responsibilities.   This  review  will  be  an 
In  aH.°>    -fi-  Pl-n  discussed  earlier  in  this  instruction  memorandum 

advtt'r^r''  """^  °^P"'^  ^'^'^^  Directors  for  Mineral  Resources  to 

advise  me  on  ways  to  more  effectively  ixaplement  our  minerals  policy, 
including  possible  additions  to  the  existing  policy  statement. 

trurmulM'nr'  '  ''""^'^  ''^^  '°  ""P^^""  "^y  commitment  to  BLM  functioning  as  a 

prLra  '°  flT  r   .^  '  T  ^^"  "^'^^^^^  P"°^^^^^  °^  °"^  organization  and 
IntTf  till    \  /^.   '^^'  '^^  P^""  -^^^  "'"^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  frustrating, 

Mn.   f    d^^l°8;^e  and  discussions  at  the  Minerals  Conference  are  any  indica- 
tion of  our  coworkers'  willingness  to  work  together  and  resolve  mutual  problems, 
then  I  am  encouraged  that  we  are  moving  in  the  right  direction. 


Bureau  of  Land  Management  , 

Library 

Bidg  50,  Denver  Federal  Center 

Denver,  CO  80225 
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